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L ake Oconee L and Exchange Act
S. 604

Committeeon Agriculture
No Report Filed
Referred to the House on July 15, 1999

Floor Situation:

TheHouseis scheduled to consider S. 604 under suspension of theruleson Monday, July 26, 1999. Itis
debatable for 40 minutes, may not be amended, and requires atwo-thirds maority votefor passage.

Summary:

S. 604 directsthe Agriculture Secretary to complete aland exchange with the GeorgiaPower Company.
Specifically, thebill authorizesthe Agriculture Secretary to convey approximately 1,280 acresof federaly-
owned landsin Georgia and to make a payment of $23,250 to the Georgia Power Company. In ex-
change, the GeorgiaPower plansto convey an equal amount of land within or near the Chattahoochee
National Forestsand Oconee National Forestin Georgia. Inaddition, thebill prohibitsthe Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission (FERC) from charging an occupancy feefor interests conveyed to the company.
Theexchangewas agreed to by the Forest Service and the Georgia Power Company on August 17, 1998.

Thebill isdesigned to provide new protectionsfor wilderness areas while ssimplifying the boundary be-
tween land controlled by the Forest Service and GeorgiaPower. Additionally, S. 604 protectsthe endan-
gered red-cockaded woodpecker and allows public use of atrout stream. Findly, thebill promotes better
administration of hunting regulationsand management of prescribed burns by the Forest Service.

Costs/Committee Action:

CBO estimatesthat enactment will have no significant impact on thefederal budget. Thebill affectsdirect
spending, so pay-as-you-go procedures apply; however, CBO estimatesthat the cost to the federal gov-
ernment will amount to lessthan $100,000 annualy.

The Senate passed the measure by unanimous consent on June 28, 1999. Thebill wasnot considered by
aHouse committee.

o ¢

Kristen Werner, 226-2302
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Clarifying Ex-Im Bank Board Requirements
H.R. 2565

Committee on Banking & Financia Services
No Report Filed
Introduced by Mr. Leachet al. on July 20, 1999

Floor Situation:

TheHouseis scheduled to consider H.R. 2565 under suspension of the ruleson Monday, July 26, 1999.
It isdebatable for 40 minutes, may not be amended, and requires atwo-thirds mgority votefor passage.

Summary:

H.R. 2565 clarifiesthe quorum requirements of the board of directorsfor the U.S. Export-Import Bank.
Specificaly, the measure allowsthe current board membership (i.e., two board members) to constitute a
quorum until October 1, 1999 and codifiesthe three-director requirement after that period. Thebank’s
charter currently requiresaquorum (i.e., three directors) of itsfive-member board to conduct business.
However, since July 21, the bank has had only two directors and three vacancies. No nominations have
been made for these vacancies even though the Senate officialy forwarded arecommendation. Bill sup-
porters maintain that without prompt action by the administration—and subsequently by the Senate—to
resolvethisissue, the bank will be prohibited from making any new financial commitmentsand may jeop-
ardize approximately $7 billion worth of transactions, particularly in Asiaand Latin America.

The Export-Import Bank isan independent U.S. government agency that isresponsiblefor financing and
promoting exports of U.S. goods and services. With abudget of nearly $1 billion, the bank finances
approximately five percent of U.S. exportsannualy. It provides guaranteesand insuranceto commercial
banksto maketrade creditsavailableto U.S. exporterson alimited basis, primarily to counter subsidized
trade benefits offered to foreign exporters by their governments.

Costs/Committee Action:

A CBO cost estimate was unavailable at presstime.

Thebill wasnot considered by a House committee.

© ¢

Kevin Smith, 226-7862
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Authorizing the Release of Records on

Missing Personsin Southeast Asia
H.Res. 172

Committeeon House Administration
No Report Filed
Introduced by Mr. Gilmaret al. on May 13, 1999

Floor Situation:

TheHouseisscheduled to consider H.Res. 172 under suspension of the ruleson Monday, July 26, 1999.
It isdebatablefor 40 minutes, may not be amended, and requires atwo-thirdsmajority votefor passage.

Summary:

H.Res. 172 directsthe Archivist of the United Statesto allow public accessto the records of the House
Select Committee on Missing Personsin Southeast Asia. The reports assembled during the $4Congress
werereported to the House but have not been made availableto the public. Sincethe end of the conflict
inVietnam, there remain approximately 2,016 people unaccounted for in Southeast Asia. H.Res. 172
allowsfamiliesof the missing individualsto gather information that was previoudly restricted by the Select
Committee.

The House Select Committee on Missing Personsin Southeast Asia, also known asthe Montgomery

Committee, concluded that no Americans were still being held alive as prisonersin Indochina. The
commission’'sgoa wasto open adia ogue with the government of Vietnam to discuss the whereabouts of

missing Americansfollowing the Vietnam War. Membersof the committeetraveled to Paristo meet with
Vietnameseofficiasto discover if North Vietnam violated the Paris Accords (January 1973), which man-
dated that Hanoi release all American prisonersof war asacondition of U.S. withdrawal from theregion.
The committee sought to continue their dialoguewith officialsfrom Hanoi; however, additiona attemptsto

inquire about specific individualswererebuffed by the Vietnamese.

The standard period of classification for such recordsis50 years. However, during the 102Congress,
the Senate declassified itsrecords on missing personsin southeast Asia, which had been assembled by the
Select Committee on POW and MIA Affairs. Theinformation contained in theserecordsisno longer
deemed sengitive.

Costs/Committee Action:

A CBO cost estimate was unavailable at presstime.

Thebill was not considered by any committee.

o ¢

Haydn J. Richards, Jr., 226-2302
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Organ Donor Leave Act
H.R. 457

Committee on Government Reform
H.Rept. 106-174
Introduced by Mr. Cummingset al. on February 2, 1999

Floor Situation:

TheHouseisscheduled to consider H.R. 457 under suspension of theruleson Monday, July 29, 1999. It
isdebatable for 40 minutes, may not be amended, and requires atwo-thirds maority vote for passage.

Summary:

H.R. 457 increasesthe amount of paid leavefor federa employeeswho serve asorgan donors. Thehill
allows seven days of paid leavefor bone marrow donation and 30 daysfor organ donation in any calendar
year. Thistimeisinadditionto annual sick leave. Current law alowsfederal employeesonly seven days
of paid leavefor organ donation. Morethan 54,000 people are currently on an organ transplant waiting
list. Approximately 4,000 people dieeach year waiting to receive organ donations. Seven daysisusually
an adequate period of time for recovery from bone marrow donation; however, recovery from organ
donation can belengthy.

Costs/Committee Action:

CBO estimates that enactment will have no significant impact on the federal budget. The bill doesnot
affect direct spending, so pay-as-you-go procedures do not apply.

The Government Reform Committee reported H.R. 457 by voice voteon May 19, 1999.

© ¢

Mary Rose Baker, 226-6871
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Regulatory Right-to-Know Act
H.R. 1074

Committeeson Government Reform
H.Rept. 106-168
Introduced by Mr. Blileyet al. on March 11, 1999

Floor Situation:

TheHouseisscheduled to consider H.R. 1074 on Monday, July 26, 1999. On Thursday, July 22, the
House adopted amodified open rule providing one hour of debate, equally divided between the chairman
and ranking member of the Government Reform Committee. Therulemakesin order acommittee substi-
tute amendment asbasetext. It makesin order only those amendmentsthat have been pre-printed inthe
Congressional Record. The chairman of the Committee of the \Whole may postpone votes and reducethe
voting timeon apostponed voteto five minutes, solong asit followsaregular 15-minutevot&indly, the
rule provides one motion to recommit, with or without instructions.

Summary:

H.R. 1074 requiresthe president, acting through the director of the Office of Management and Budget
(OMB), to submit to Congress acomprehens ve annual accounting statement and report containing an
estimate of thetotal annual costs and benefits of federal regulatory programs (including rules and paper-
work) beginning February 5, 2001. Costs and benefits must be specified (1) in the aggregate; (2) by
agency, agency program, and program component; and (3) by major rules.

The OMB director must include the net benefits or net costsfor program components, major rules, and
significant optionsin the case of existing analyses. The accounting statements must cover the current fiscal
year, thetwo preceding fiscal years, and thefour fiscal yearsfollowing (thisisidentical to thetime series
usedinthe U.S. Government Budget). I1n addition, the accounting statement must include:

* an analysis of theimpact of federal rules and paperwork on (1) state, local, and tribal
governments; (2) the private sector; (3) small business; (4) wages; (5) consumer prices,
(6) economic growth; (7) public hedlth; (8) public safety; (9) the environment; (10) con-
sumer protection; (11) equal opportunity; and (12) other public policy godls;

* ananaysisof overlaps, duplications, and potential inconsi stenciesamong federal regula-
tory programs; and

* recommendationsto reform inefficient or ineffective regulatory programsor program com-
ponents.

Thebill directsthe OMB director to provide notice to the public and a public comment period before
submitting the report to Congress. The OMB director must include an appendix to the report that ad-

dresses public and peer review comments. Thebill also requiresthe OMB director to consult with the
Council of EconomicAdvisors and issue guidelinesto standardize the (1) most reasonable measures of
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cost and benefit; (2) means of gathering information necessary to prepare accounting statements; and (3)

theformat of accounting statements, including summary tables. In addition, thebill directs OMB to com-
mission two or more nationally recognized organizationsto provide an independent and external peer
review of OMB’s guidelines and each accounting statement and associated report. Upon completion of

the peer review, the reviewers must provide the OMB director with awritten report.

Proponentsof H.R. 1074 contend that federal regul ationsimpose tremendous costs and restrictionson the
private sector. They believethat Congress should befully aware of theimpact of regulatory programson
the economy and innovation, their costsand benefits. Regulatory costsfor 1999 will exceed $700 billion
(or $7,000for the averagefamily). Thiscost represents morethan the average American family spends
annually on medical expenses, food, transportation, recreation, clothing, and savings. H.R. 1074 will
standardize the cost-benefit datathat agencies currently must provide and ensurethat federal programsare
not overly cumbersome. Inaddition, proponents believethat the burdens of regulationswill not be eased
until Congressand the public havefull accessto information from regulators and agenciesare accountable
for the costs and benefits of such regulations.

Opponentsarguethat H.R. 1074 will overly burden OMB by requiring significant analysis of regulations,
thusstraining OM B staff and resources. They arguethat estimates of the costs and benefitswill not result
inimproved effectiveness of regulations, but will in fact underestimate regul atory benefitsand overestimate
their costs. For example, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) estimated that it would cost busi-
nesses $600 per ton to comply with the proposed acid rain controls. Because of increased technology,
however, the actual cost today islessthan $100 per ton. In addition, opponents contend that the require-
mentsof H.R. 1074 are duplicative since the 1996 Regulatory Flexibility AcRL. 104-121) requires
agenciesto study theimpact of proposed and existing ruleson small businesses, small organizations, and
small governments and the 1995 Unfunded Mandates Reform Act P.L. 104-4) requires agenciesto
analyzethe costs of federa mandates on state and local governments and the economy.

Background:

Over thelast thirty years, the number and scope of federa regulatory programsand regulationshas signifi-
cantly increased, particularly socia regulatory programs dealing with health, safety, and the environment.
Currently, over one hundred federal agencies, aong with their subdivisions, issueregulations. Many of
theseregulations are necessary to safeguard the public’shealth and safety and to protect the environment.

However, they also render significant costs. In 1999, federa regulatory programs accounted for taxpayer
costs of nearly $700 billion. Regulations can hinder both public and private resources and sometimes
result in coststhat exceed benefits. 1n addition, regulations can increase costs for goods and services,
decrease our nation’s competitivenessin the globa economy, and force state and local governmentsto
spend funds complying with regulationsthat could be used on programs such as education and crime

prevention. The Smal BusinessAdministration (SBA) estimatesthat small businessownersspend at least
onehillion hoursannudly filling out government forms at an annua cost of $100 billion, while many small
businesses remain unableto afford to provide health care benefitsto their employees.
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Costs/Committee Action:

Assuming appropriation of necessary amounts, CBO estimatesthat enactment will increasefedera report-
ing costs by less than $500,000 ayear. The bill does not affect direct spending, so pay-as-you-go
procedures do not apply.

The Government Reform Committee reported H.R. 1074 by voice vote on May 19, 1999.

o ¢

Mary Rose Baker, 226-6871
Haydn J. Richards Jr., 226-2302
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Disapproving Normal Trade Relations Status for the People's
Republic of China

H.J. Res. 57

Committee on Ways & Means
H.Rept. 106-___
Introduced by Mr. Rohrabacheret al. on June7, 1999

Floor Situation:

TheHouseisscheduled to consider H.J. Res. 57 on Tuesday, July 20, 1999. Joint resolutionsare privi-
leged and may be considered any timethree days after they arefiled. On July 23, theHouseagreedtoa
unanimous consent request to provide three hours of general debate, equally divided between the chair-
man of the Ways & Means Committee (in opposition) and amember in support of theresolution. The
agreement waivesall pointsof order against the resol ution and its consideration.

Summary:

H.J. Res. 57 rgjects President Clinton’s decision to extend normalized trade relations (NTR) statusfor
products from the People’s Republic of Chinafor another year. On June 3, 1999, the president an-

nounced hisintent to renew NTR trading statusfor China. The president’s action automatically extends
ChindsNTR statusfor oneyear, beginning July 3, unless Congress passesajoint resol ution disapproving
the extension within 60 days of the July 3 effective date. 1n 1998, the House defeated a resolution
(H.J.Res. 121; H.Rept. 105-638) to deny NTR statusto Chinaby avote of 166-264.

Theresolution ishighly controversial. Opponents of NTR for Chinaargue that the U.S. should base
China strade status on its observance of human rights and its adherence to nonproliferation agreements.
They maintain that Chinashould be punished, rather than rewarded, for continuing toignore U.S. requests
to ceaseitspoliciesof brutally suppressing peaceful political dissent, for exporting nuclear and missile
technology to rogue nations, and for acts of espionage and theft of U.S. nuclear technology. Supportersof
NTR counter that revoking China'strading statuswill isolate the country, bolster nationalist and militant
factionsduring animportant period of political trangition, and ruin any chance of getting Chinese coopera
tion on human rights, nuclear proliferation, or ahost of other regional issues. Proponents contend that
revoking NTR will inflict aheavy cost on many export-dependent sections of the U.S. economy and cost
asignificant number of jobsfor working families.

Background:

Aspart of the 1998 IRS Restructuring and Reform Act P.L. 105-206), Congress changed the designation
“Most Favored Nation” to “ Normal Trade Relations.” NTR status entitles producersfrom a specific
country to pay thelowest tariffsavailableto any other trading partner for goodsimported into the U.S.
(tariff ratesmay vary from product to product). Itisnot preferential treatment; rather, it constitutesthe
standard U.S. policy for nondiscriminatory multilateral trade. AlthoughtheU.S. originally extended NTR
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statusto all of itstrading partners pursuant to the 1948 General Agreement on Tariffsand Trade (GATT),
the 1951 Trade Agreements Extension Act required the president to withhold or suspend NTR from the
Soviet Union and other communist-controlled countriesthat employ restrictive emigration policies.

The Jackson-Vanik provisions of the 1974 Trade Act P.L. 93-618), which governsU.S. traderelations
with communist countries, authorize the president to waivethe 1951 freedom-of -emigration requirements
and extend NTR statusto communist countriesif doing so “substantially promotes’ freedom of emigration
inthat country. Theextension expireson July 2 each year, but may be extended by the president on an
annual basis. On June 3, 1999, the president formally transmitted to Congress his recommendation to
waivethe 1974 Trade Act’sfreedom-of-emigration requirements, thereby extending ChinasNTR status
through July 2, 2000. The NTR extension may be disapproved by Congressthrough ajoint resolution
within 60 days after the previouswaiver authority expires(i.e., by September 2). Congress hasan addi-
tional 15 legidative daysto attempt to override aveto of itsdisapproval resolution.

NTR and China

President Nixon's historic visit to Chinain 1972 began an ongoing effort by the U.S. to integrate the
People'sRepublic of Chinainto theworld community, first through diplomatic recognition and later through
enhanced trade and cultural ties. The U.S. first granted NTR to Chinaon February 1, 1980, and has
extended it annually ever since.

During theearly 1980s, granting NTR to Chinagenerated little controversy asthe country instituted much-
touted political and economic reforms promoted by itsleader, Deng Xiaoping. However, after the brutal
1989 massacre of pro-democracy demongtratorsin Tiananmen Square and the subsequent crackdown on

political dissent throughout the country, China's human rights abuses have received increased attention and
theannual NTR extension has been repeatedly contested. In recent years, Congress has attempted to
terminate or condition NTR for China, but haseither failed to muster the necessary mgjority for passage or
has been unableto override presidential vetoes.

In 1993, when President Clinton renewed NTR for China, heissued an executive order laying out seven
conditions—such asalowing freeemigration for political dissdents, stopping the export of goods made by
prison labor, and adhering to the I nternational Declaration on Human Rights—for Chinato meet in order to
receive any future extensions. However, the president reversed this policy when he decided to renew
NTR for Chinain 1994, declaring hisintention to “de-link” China's progress on human rightswith its
trading Satus.

ThePolicy of Engagement

Aspart of delinking human rightsissues from NTR, the president outlined what he called a policy of
“engagement” based on the premisethat the U.S. will best be ableto influence the growth of democratic
and market-oriented policiesin Chinathrough enhanced diplomatic and tradeties, which over timewill
bring adramatic improvement in human rights.

In support of their argument, policymakers point to the success of engagement with smilar Asian nations
that have transitioned to true democracies, such as South Korea, Japan, and Taiwan. Whenthe U.S.

established diplomatic relationsin 1972, they note, Chinawasarigid totalitarian state that relied on cen-
tralized market planning and government ownership of business. Today, after extensive economic liberal-
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ization initiated by Deng Xiaoping, non-state enterprises account for around 60 percent of Chinese out-
put—and more government enterprises are privatizing each year. Tradeand cultural ties have exposed
many Chineseto Americaand itsideals, as Chinese studentsattend U.S. universitiesand asU.S.-China
trade continuesto climb. Mr. Deng'sliberalization policiesincluded some political reformsaswell. Al-
though the Clinton A dministration remains deeply disappointed with China shuman rightssituation, it notes
that the climate of personal and political freedom hasimproved markedly sincethe Cultural Revolution of
the 1960s and early 1970s, when Maoist Red Guards unleashed aghastly wave of show trialsand mass-
murder that paralleled the great purgesof Stalinist Russia

Furthermore, the Chinese government has made effortsto cooperate with the U.S. on both economic and
regional security issues. It negotiated afirst-ever agreement with the U.S. in 1995 to protect intellectua
property rightsand crack down on the piracy of American software, books, compact discs, and films;
although critics have argued that China has not done enough to enforce the agreement, the PRC has
periodically closed down anumber of pirate factories and awarded lawsuit claimsto software and book
publishers. Chinacooperated in ending the civil war in Cambodiaand discontinued its support for the
Khmer Rouge, aswell as helped to negotiate an agreement with North Koreato get that country to stopits
nuclear weapons development program. Becauseit isanuclear power with theworld'slargest standing
army, Chinaisapivotal player in Asian security issues. Thepresident arguesthat damaging theU.S.-China
relationship will impede our ability to continue to enforce nuclear nonproliferation accordsand to resolve
territorial disputesin the South China Sea.

TheU.S. hasastrong economic interest in increased tradewith Chinaaswell. With an economic output
that the World Bank estimateswill reach $10trillion by early in the next century, Chinaison the path to
becoming the largest economy in theworld. 1n September 1998, the country announced an extensive
effort to rebuild itsinfrastructure, and will purchase over $1.2 trillion of equipment for roads, power
generating facilities, and transportation and communications systems over the next threeyears. Last year
Chinabought nearly $14.3 billion worth of American goods; an estimated 200,000 American jobs depend
ontradewith China

Because Chinaisthe second largest beneficiary of direct foreign investment after the U.S., trade support-
ersarguethat any attempt to limit U.S. trade with Chinawill smply divert Chineseinvestment and trade
opportunitiesto multinational corporationsfrom Japan and Europe. Truly isolating China, they point out, is
not an option because so many nations are competing to do businessin that country’s growing market.
Furthermore, Chinano longer takes serioudly any threatsto revokeitsNTR status, as Congress has been
unablefor over adecadeto muster sufficient votestotake NTR away. Thishasled proponentsof granting
permanent NTR for Chinato arguethat theannua NTR debateisno longer auseful tool for influencing the
PRC'sbehavior.

OpponentsAttack ChinaNTR over Human Rights

Whiletrade supporterstrumpet how far Chinahas come economicaly and how many improvementsit has
madein human rights sincethe 1970s, NTR opponents call attention to how many problemstill exist and
how far Chinahasto go—sofar, they argue, that the U.S. should be denouncing Chinarather than engag-
ingit. Somecriticsnotethat, in 1998, the trade deficit with Chinaamounted to $57 billion and others
express concern about its high-technology military exportsto Iran, Pakistan, and Burma. However, most
basetheir stand on principled humanitarianism, telling story after story of harrowing human rightsabuseson
themainland.
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They cite evidencethat the Chinese People'sLiberation Army (PLA) administersan extensive nation-wide
system of davelabor through the_aogai, the gulag-like prison labor campsthat the army usesto manufac-
tureawidevariety of commercia and industrial goods. The PLA sdllsthese goods abroad, often as cheap
exportsto countrieslikethe United States. It apparently usesthe proceedsfrom these lucrative sales—
together with profitsfrom running hotels, construction companies, and investment firmsin China—to fi-
nanceitseffortsto modernize China srapidly growing military forces. Human rightsmonitors estimate that
over six million Chinese are detained in th&.aogai , and note that individual s can be forced to work many
yearsintheselabor prisonsfor minor offenses, are often imprisoned without due process, and sometimes
are executed arbitrarily or worked to death. Scattered reports accuse the PLA of selling the organs of
executed prisoners to patients needing transplants. The State Department has found no evidenceto
corroborate the charge, although it does not rule out the possibility that the practice occurs.

ThelLaogai systemisjust one component of China stroubled record on human rights, which includesthe
widespread use of torture and summary executions, unpublicized arrests, and secret trials and sentencing.
In additionto arresting political dissidents, the Public Security Bureau has consistently persecuted religious
minorities—such as Christians—using force to break up religious gatherings and holding priestsand nuns
injail for yearsonend. Chinahaslong been criticized for itsreligiousand ethnic persecution of the Tibetan
people. After invading and annexing Tibetin 1951, and forcing the Dalai Lama—the Tibetan god-king—
into exilein India, the Chinese government has mounted afierce campaign to iminatethe Tibetans tantric
Buddhist culture, including deporting Tibetan children to other Chinese provincesfor reeducation, reset-
tling Tibetan land with ethnic Chinese, and razing ancient Tibetan monasteries. Themeredisplay of the
Dda Lamaspicturein Tibet may be causefor arrest. Small numbersof protestersare smply packed off
to prison; large numbers have sparked bloody crackdowns—not only in Tibet, but in other remote prov-
incesaswell.

One of the most feverishly debated human rightsissuesis China's* onechild per family” population control
policy. Failureto comply with these strict limitsmay lead to fines or the denid of precious housing benefits.
In someinstances—particularly in minority-dominated areass—the government hasimposed forced abor-
tionsand sterilizations. These policieshaveled to amarked increasein femaleinfanticide, since peasant
families eager to have ason may kill daughtersin order to have another shot at making their “onechild” a
male.

The Clinton Administration continuesto expressdispleasurewith China'slack of any human rightsprogress—
an embarrassment for the administration after its decision to delink NTR—and has repeatedly raised
serious concernsover reported missile and nuclear technology salesto Pakistan and the sale of nuclear
reactor technology and other weaponsto Iran, including anti-ship cruisemissiles. Inthewakeof India’'s
and Pakistan’s nuclear testsin June, such concerns have been expressed anew. Chinaalso hasbecome
more belligerent towardsits neighborsin thelast few years. Inan attempt to intimidate Taiwan in March
1996, the PRC conducted major naval exercises off the Taiwanese coast during its election and fired
missilesinto the shipping lanesnear itsmajor port cities. Taiwan'sPresident Lee Teng-hui said on July 10,
1999, that itstieswith Chinashould be considered “ state-to-state rel ations,” directly chalenging Beijing's
claimto sovereignty over Taiwan. A top Taiwanese official later reinforced theseremarks by rejecting the
long-standing “one-China’ policy adhered to by both Taiwan and Chinasincethelate 1940's.

Certain actionsby the U.S. have aggravated Chinaaswell. TheU.S. continuesto sell significant amounts
of armsto Taiwan, including a$420 million sdlein August 1996. Most disturbing to Chinese officialswas
theU.S. decisonto dlow an officia visit by President Lee Teng-hui to Cornell University (hisalmamater)
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inMay 1995; inretaliation, Chinarecalled itsambassador to the U.S. for an indefinite period, canceled
severd high-level exchangesbetween U.S. and Chinese officids, and called off talks on missile technology
controls. Amid mediareportsin early 1999 of Taiwan'sinterest in working withthe U.S. to defend against

agrowing ballistic missile threat from mainland China, PRC officials warned the United States not to

transfer the Theater Missile Defense System and rel evant technology to Taiwan. In April 1999, the Clinton

Adminigtration sold to Taiwan advanced early warning radars useful against missile attacks. Many voices
from acrossthe political spectrum have called for an aggressive strategy of “containment” towards China,

which hasled Chineseleadersto view virtualy every U.S. diplomatic movein Asiawith suspicion, espe-
cidly U.S. movesto normalizerelationswith Vietnam, aformer enemy of the PRC.

Missile Technology Transfers

In the wake of the Space ShuttleChallenger disaster in 1986, U.S. companies began using Chinese
rocket launch servicesto place satellitesinto orbit. After the Tiananmen Square massacre and the discov-
ery of Chinese missiletechnology transfersto Pakistan, Congress and President Bush levied myriad sanc-
tions against the People€'s Republic of Chinain 1990 and 1991 that prohibited further technology transfers
to that country, including satellite exports. However, these sanctionsmay bewaived ininstanceswherethe
president determinesthat it isin the nationa interest to do so. Since 1991, the sanctions have been waived
13 times—three times by President Bush and 10 times by President Clinton—for atotal of 20 satellite
launchesin China

Early in 1998, congressional attention turned to U.S. satellite exportsto Chinaand rai sed the specter of
espionage and theft of U.S. nuclear technology. According to Blew York Timesfront-page article on
April 13, 1998, aclassified May 1997 report by the U.S. Defense Department concluded that scientists
from Hughes and L oral Space and Communications—involved in studying the 1996 crash of aChinese
rocket launching aLora satellite—had turned over scientific expertiseto Chinathat had significantly im-
proved thereliability of China’'smissilelaunch abilities. The doomed Lora satellite had been granted an
export licenseasaresult of President Clinton’swaiver of satelliterestrictionson exportsto China

The Cox Report

In June 1998, Congress established a sel ect committee—chaired by Representatives Chris Cox and Norm
Dicks—toinvestigate possibleillegal technology transfersfrom U.S. firmsto the Chinese military aswell as
reports of Chinese espionage at government nuclear weaponsresearch facilities.

According to itsdeclassified report released in May 1999, the Cox committee concluded that, sincethe
late 1970sand “admost certainly” continuing today, the PRC has pursued intelligence collection through not
only espionage, but also through review of unclassified publicationsand interaction with U.S. scientistsat
the Energy Department’s national laboratories. The PRC has“stolen” classified information on the most
advanced U.S. thermonuclear weapons, giving the PRC design information on such weapons“on a par
with our own.” Theinformation includesclassified information on (1) seven warheads, including “every
currently deployed thermonuclear warhead inthe U.S. ballistic missilearsend;” (2) the neutron bomb; and
(3) anumber of reentry vehiclesof U.S. missiles. Theinformation acquired by the PRC on U.S. nuclear
warheadsincluded the design of the W88, the most advanced, miniature U.S. nuclear warhead deployed
onthe Trident D-5 submarine-launched ballistic missile (SLBM). Furthermore, pressreportsreveaed
that the Clinton Administration had suspected since 1995 that Chinawasinvolved in such actsbut failed to
take any corrective actionto stop it.
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The Cox committee focused on potentia implicationsfor U.S. national security, judging “that the PRC will
exploit eementsof the U.S. designinformation on [its] next generation of thermonuclear weapons.” The
PRC successfully tested smaller thermonuclear warheads from 1992 to 1996 (prior to its July 1996 an-

nouncement of anuclear testing moratorium and its September 1996 signing of the Comprehensive Test

Ban Treaty). Thereport stated that information lost from DOE |abs accel erated Chinese nuclear weapon
modernization and “helped the PRC in itseffortsto fabricate and successfully test its next generation of
nuclear wegponsdesigns. Thesewarheads givethe PRC small, modern thermonucl ear warheadsroughly
equivaent to current U.S. warhead yields.”

A Strategic Partner ship?

Thelast severa years have seen aflurry of political and economic activity—both positive and negative—
that affectsthe U.S.-Chinarelationship, including the reversion of Hong Kong to Chineserule and the
transition of political power from thelate Deng Xiaoping to China's current leader, Jiang Zemin. In Octo-
ber 1997, Mr. Jiang and President Clinton held asummit in Washington, D.C. 1n 1998, Clinton visited
China, marking thefirst presidential visit there since the Tiananmen Square massacrein 1989. Thetwo
world leaders, intheir effort to build a“strategic partnership,” discussed issuesranging from human rights,
nuclear proliferation, and environmenta protection. Against the backdrop of theeconomic crisisroilingthe
Asa-Pecific region, most discussionsinvolved issues of economicsand trade cameto thefore, since both
nations have asignificant stakein shoring up Asian economies.

President Clinton and Premier Zhu Rongji met in April 1999 to continue negotiationsregarding China's

possible accession into the World Trade Organization (WTO). Chineseleaders have stated that gaining
entry into the WTO isamajor Chinese priority because they believe that it will enable Chinato gain
permanent NTR statuswith the United Statesand provideit accessto the multilateral trade dispute reso-

[ution process, reducing thethreat of unilaterally imposed restrictions on Chineseexports. Inordertojoin
the WTO, Chinamust change many laws, institutions, and policiesto bring them into compliance with

international traderules.

Over the past severd years, the Chinese government hasmaintained that it isa* developing country,” and
therefore should be admitted under fairly lenient terms, which would giveit severa yearsto bringitstrade
regimein compliance. The United Statesand other WTO members contend that Chinaisamajor eco-
nomic and trading power and must be required to make substantial reformswithin arelatively short period.
Chinese officia s have contended that many such reforms, if implemented too rapidly, would cause many
Chinesefirmsto go bankrupt, resulting in widespread layoffsand social unrest. U.S. officialshave coun-
tered that admitting Chinaunder lenient terms may undermine support for freetradeinthe WTO. While
both sides have reported significant progress on theseissues, an accessi on agreement hasyet to be reached.

OnMay 7, 1999, aU.S. aircraft mistakenly bombed China' sembassy in Belgrade, killing three Chinese
nationals. Withinaday, President Clinton apologized for theincident. After threedays, Defense Secretary
William Cohen acknowledged the “institutional error” that resulted in the use of outdated maps by the
United States. News of the bombing caused an d most immediate outpouring of anti-American anger and
protest in Beijing and many other Chinesecities. Chinese police sat idle asathrong of protesters hurled
rocksthrough windows at the American embassy in Beijing, keeping Ambassador James Sasser avirtua
prisoner for dmost aweek. Chinaa so brought itsdiplomatic relationswith the United Statesto astand-
still, suspending talks on human rights, arms control, military exchangesand, morerecently, barring U.S.
Navy shipsfrom entering Hong Kong for rest stops.
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Furthermore, the Chinese Government hasimposed new lawsto strengthen the Communist party and
further restrict freedom of speech, theformation of political parties, and religious activities. For example,
thenew restrictions prohibit evangelical activitiesand requireal religious groupsto register with the Reli-
gious Affairs Bureau (which requiresthat religious groupsreveal the namesand addresses of their mem-
bers, their contactsin Chinaand abroad, and details about their leadership and activities).

Both supportersand opponents of extending NTR statusfor Chinaagree onthis: The PRCisan emerging
world power and will substantively impact U.S. nationa security and economic interests—aswell asthose
of the Asa-Pacificregion—inthe 2% century. Thecentral question remains. What isthe best strategy for
bringing about political and economic reform in Chinawhile securing our own national security and eco-
nomic interests?

Arguments For and Against Extending NTR for China:
ArgumentsAgainst NTR for Chinaand For H.J. Res. 57

Twiceinthiscentury the U.S. has met the challenge of confronting oppressivetotalitarian regimes, first

against Nazi Germany and later against the Soviet Union. Both powerswere brutal dictatorshipsthat

crushed political dissent and visited horrible atrocitieson their citizenry whilethey invaded neighboring
states and promoted militarism abroad. Did we overcomethese challengesto our well-being by investing
inthose countries and bol stering their governmentswith economic backing? Certainly not. We stood by

our principles. Sowhy arewe continuing to extend NTR statusto China, acountry guilty of committing

egregious human rights abuses, promoting unfair trade practices, invading and annexing neighboring na-

tions, exporting nuclear missiletechnol ogy to rogue states, and stealing our nuclear secrets?

The Chinese government hasfor yearsused itsarmy, the PLA, to unleash terror onitscitizenry through
torture, rape, and execution. Dissidents are not tolerated and are often murdered or worked to death in
theLaogai gulags. With methodical viciousness, the government continuesto oversee the destruction of
any vestige of Tibetan culture. It carriesout itsdraconian population control policieswithout remorse. Is
thisagovernment we should be propping up through trade?

The Chinese government isn’t even adictatorship that supportsU.S. interestsin theregion. Rather, it
exports military hardwareto rogue stateslike Iran—including technology that will speed Iran’saspirations
for anuclear weapon and cruise missilesthat it can useagainst U.S. shipsin the Persian Gulf—and desta-
bilizesthe balance of power between Pakistan and Indiaby providing the former with missile components
that it can useto construct nuclear-tipped ballistic missiles. The Chineseregime also facilitatesterror
elsewhere, providing the Burmese government with armsit can useto crush itsown populace. Areour
interestsreally served by supporting the political destabilization of Asiaand the Near East?

China sreactionto therecent accidental U.S. bombing of itsembassy exemplifiesthe limitsof constructive
engagement. The calculated encouragement of nationalistic riotswasamessageto the United States. stop

pushing Chinaon human rights, espionage, missiledefense, and Taiwan, or ese Chinawill unleashthedeep

reservoir of assertive nationalism within itsborders and abroad. China seemsto sense weaknessin the
Clinton Administration and believesit can extract trategic concessionsfrom the United Statesasthe price
of anisolated accident. Thisisnot the behavior of astrategic partner.
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Thetheft of U.S. nuclear secretsby Communist Chinais surpassed only by the complete abandonment of
security precautions at the Energy Department under the Clinton Administration, aswell asabrazen at-
tempt by the administration to keep the knowledge of this catastrophic transfer of weapons technol ogy
from Congress and the American people. Oneisstruck by the mind-boggling loss of our country’s most
deadly secrets, the magnitude of which cannot be overstated. Why do we continueto reward Communist
China? Will weever learn?

TheU.S. isnothing without principle. Astheworld’sonly remaining superpower, we must demonstrate
strength through compassi on—yprinciple before profit. Thousands of peopledieevery year in Chinabe-
cause of torture, abuse, and imprisonment. Millionsareleft without hopein asystem that preventsindi-
vidualsfrom thinking, speaking, or worshipping freely. Our attemptsto engage Chinaand bringitintothe
world of nationsthrough trade have failed—our investment does nothing morethan enrich Chinastyran-
nical government asit continuesto bleeditscitizenry and attemptsto expand itshegemony acrossAsia. To
continueto turn ablind eye on acountry that supportsterror at home and nuclear proliferation abroadisto
sell our conscience, our common-sense, and our credibility.

Thetime has come again to stand for principle, to support those who yearn for freedom. We should turn
asidethose who would buy apolicy of appeasement with money earned from sold ideals—such apolicy
hasfailed usinthe past and will fail again. Let usno longer put our financia backing behind tyranny and
totalitarianism. Votefor theresolution and against NTR for China

Argumentsfor NTR for Chinaand Against H.J. Res. 57

Chinesecivilization has existed for over 4,000 years and hasaproud tradition of managing itsaffairsfor
most of thistimewithout any input fromthe U.S. Itispurefolly to think that the U.S. can haveameaning-

ful, postiveinfluence on China'sinternal affairsby provoking atradewar withit. Everyonewantsto seea
fully democratic Chinathat respectsbasic humanrights. But the pathway to democracy isthrough freeand

open markets. Withholding NTRisastep in exactly the opposite direction, onethat iscontrary to U.S.
economic and strategicinterests.

Extending NTR trade status to Chinaand continuing our current open policy toward that country balances
ahost of U.S. strategic, commercial, political, and human rightsinterestsin China. Rather than restricting
trade and isolating China, we should use non-trade meansto bring about human rights progress, such as
(1) cooperating with U.S. businessesinvesting in Chinato devel op aset of voluntary principlesfor doing
businessthere, (2) increasing international broadcaststo China, and (3) expanding private and multilateral
effortsto encourage progresson humanrights. Disapproving NTR statusfor Chinaundermines significant
ongoing effortsto bring that country into the global community of free-market, civilized, open nations.

Renewing Chinas NTR status offersthe best opportunity to place U.S.-Chinarelationsin abroader and

more productive framework. We should continue to promote broad engagement between the U.S. and

China, not only through economic contacts, but aso through cultural, educational, and other exchangesas
well. Keeping theflow of productsand ideas open, combined with aggressive effortsto promote human
rights, isfar morelikely to encourage constructive changein Chinathan smply damming thedoor. Con-
tinuing our relationship with Chinawill allow usto make critical advancesin other areasof vital interest,
such asensuring regional security, non-proliferation, and narcotics control, aswell as expand economic
growth and create jobs at home. Revoking NTR statusfor Chinawould severely disrupt tradein the
region and might prompt further currency deval uations—precisely what Asian economies do not need.
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Chinasmost brutal periods of repression took place when it turned inward and isolated itself from the
world. Cutting off NTR will weaken China'stiesto the West and increaserepression. Itwill alsoleadto
atrade backlash from China, including retaliatory sanctions. A tradewar with Chinawill harm American
exports—particularly agricultural products, power-generating machinery, and aircraft—and kill asmany
as 200,000 jobsin this country. Denying NTR will boost tariffs on Chinese products, increasing the
average importer’'scost by 44 percent. Of course, thistrandatesinto higher pricesfor U.S. consumers.

The United Statesison the verge of amajor trade agreement regarding the termsfor Chinese accession

intotheWTO. Such abreakthrough would open Chinese marketsto American products, companies, and

workersand bring Chinaunder global trade rules and enforcement procedures. Thisisespecially impor-
tant to our agricultural industry, which is experiencing aserious economic downturn because of declining
U.S. exportstoAsia. The Agriculture Department estimatesthat Asiawill account for 75 percent of the
increasein U.S. farm exportsover the next 10 years and Chinaa onewill account for half that increase.

Chinaisapermanent member of the U.N. Security Council, anuclear power, and an influential member of
theinternational community. It representsahuge potential market and isone of theworld’'smgjor civiliza-
tions. China'scooperationisessential in dealing with the global challenges of non-proliferation, the envi-
ronment, refugees, and controlling narcoticstraffic. Why jeopardizelosing important cooperation inthese
arenasjust to provokeatradewar? Let usmaintain our policy of engagement with China. Vote against the
resolution and for the president’sdecisionto renew NTR.

Costs/Committee Action:

CBO egtimatesthat enactment will increase revenues by $507 millionin FY 2000 (by increasing the tariff
ratesimposed on China'sexportstotheU.S.). Theresolution affectsdirect spending, so pay-as-you-go
procedures apply.

The Committee on Ways & Meansordered H.J. Res. 57 reported adverselyi(e., disapproved, but still
moved to the House floor) by voicevoteon July 1, 1999.

Other Information:

“Satellite Maker Gave Report to ChinaBefore Telling U.S.,” Jeff Gerttiew York Times, May 19, 1998;
“Gingrich PlansPanel on Chinaand Clinton Tie,” Alison MitchelINew York Times, May 19, 1998; “Was
Pentagon Opposition to China-Technology Squelched?,” John DiamondAssociated Press, May 19,
1998; “ Justice Department Investigates Satellite Export Deal,” Robert Surolhe Washington Post, May
17, 1998; “ Clinton Defends ‘ Principled Pragmatic’ Approach to China,” Peter BakerThe Washington
Post, June 12, 1998; “Sell Them Anything,” Matthew Rees The Weekly Standard, September 8, 1997,
p. 25; “ Documents Show Satellite Waiver Not Routine,"The Washington Post, June 1, 1998, p. A13;
“NSC Papers Trace Concerns on Export Waivers for China,”The Washington Times, p. A10; “ Red
Scare,” U.S News & World Report, June 8, 1998, p. 20; “ China-U.S. Relations,” CRS Issue Brief
98018, July 10, 1999; “ Most Favored Nation Status of the People's Republic of China, CRSIssue Brief
97039; “ Chinese Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction: Current Policy |ssuesCRSIssue Brief
92056, July 7, 1999.

Kevin Smith, 226-7862
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FY 2000 Energy and Water Development Appropriations Act
H.R. 2605

Committeeon Appropriations
H.Rept. 106-253
Submitted by Mr. Packard on July 23, 1999

Floor Situation:

The House is scheduled to consider H.R. 2605 on Tuesday, July 27, 1999. The Rules Committeeis
scheduled to meet on the bill at 5:00 p.m. on Monday, July 26. Additional information on the rule and
potential amendmentswill be provided in &loorPrep prior to floor consideration.

Highlights:

H.R. 2605 appropriates $20.2 billion in new budget authority for FY 2000 for the Department of Energy
and rdlated programs, $880 millionlessthanin FY 1999 (thisincludes $664.7 millionin emergency supple-
menta spending) and $1.4 billion lessthan the president’srequest. Thevast mgority of thebill’'sfunding,
$15.5hillion, isallocated to various programs run by the Department of Energy (DOE), $1.5 hillion less
than both the FY 1999 level and the president’srequest.

In addition, the measure appropriates $4.2 billion for the Army Corps of Engineers, $91 million morethan
in FY 1999 and $283 million more than the president’s request, to maintain and expand the nation’s
waterway, flood control, andirrigation infrastructure. Finally, thebill allocates $822 million to the Interior
Department, mostly for the Bureau of Reclamation, and $84 million for related independent agencies.

Sticking Points

* U.S. Nuclear Labs. Many lawmakersargue that the Department of Energy’sconfusing
organizational structure and overlapping lines of responsibility have created an agency
with ineffective management, little accountability, and skyrocketing costs. Theseflaws
have been highlighted by the recent revel ation of decades-long Chinese espionage pen-
etration at U.S. national 1abs. The committee cites President Clinton’sForeign Intelligence
Advisory Board, which recently heral ded the samefindings about DOE’s* organizational
disarray, managed neglect and a culture of arrogance” that warrants organizational re-
structuring by Congress. Additionaly, the Cox report that detailed the penetration of U.S.
nuclear |abs reached many of the same conclusions and noted that DOE failed to take
quick actionin plugging theleaks. Even whilethe suspectswere under investigation, they
continued to be privy to themost sensitive U.S. nuclear secrets. Asaresult, thecommittee
withholds $1 billionin funding in the bill until Congress either restructuresthe agency or
establishes an independent agency to oversee and managetheir operations. Although
everyone agreesthat changes must be made, lavmakersand the administration differ over
how best to implement changes within the department.
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FY 2000 Energy and W ater Appropriations

(in billions of dollars)

Interior Dept.
$0.8 4.0%

Army Corps of Engineer
$4.2 20.3%

Independent Agencies
$0.1 0.4%

Energy Dept.
$15.6 75.3%

Source: House Appropriations Committee

Provisions:
Title| — Department of Defense, Army Corps of Engineers

H.R. 2605 appropriates $4.2 billion for the Army Corpsof Engineers, $91 million morethanin FY 1999
and $283 million more than the president’srequest. For morethan 170 years, the Army Corpsof Engi-
neers has maintained and operated harbors and shipping routes along inland waterways, controlled floods
and erosion, and managed much of the nation’swater resourcesinfrastructure.

General Investigations. Thebill provides$159 million for Corps project studies, $3 millionlessthanin
FY 1999 and $24 million morethan the president’srequest. The general investigationsaccount provides
fundsfor geographical surveysand feasibility studiesto determine the costs and benefits of proposed
proj ects and whether they can be completed within abudget or time constraint. Thebill appropriates
fundsfor studiesin 44 states, Puerto Rico, American Samoa, and the Virgin Idands.

Construction. Themeasureallocates$1.4 billion for construction projectsin 40 states, $52 million less
thanin FY 1999 and $173 million more than the president’srequest. Typical projectsinclude building
embankments, breakwaters, locks, and dams.

Mississippi River Flood Control. H.R. 2605 appropriates $313 million for flood control projects
alongtheMississippi River and itstributariesin Arkansas, I1linois, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, Mis-
souri, and Tennessee, $10 million morethan last year and $33 million more than the president’srequest.
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Energy and Water Appropriations, FY 2000
Appropriation Account FY 1999* President's FY 2000 % Change from | % Change from
Level Request Proposal Last Year Request
(in millions) (in millions)

Department of Defense

Army Corps of Engineers $4,097.2 $3,905.8 $4,188.4 +2.2% +7.2%
Department of the Interior

Completion of Central Utah Project $42.5 $39.4 $37.2 -12.5% -5.5%

Bureau of Reclamation $782.1 $856.6 $784.7 +0.3% -8.4%
Department of Energy $17,060.8 $17,077.2 $15,553.5 -8.8% -8.9%
Independent Agencies

Appalachian Regional Commission $66.4 $66.4 $60.0 -9.6% -9.6%

Denali Commission $20.0 $0.0 -$18.0

Defense Nuclear Safety Board $16.5 $17.5 $16.5 0.0% -5.7%

Nuclear Regulatory Commission $20.2 $23.0 $23.0 +13.9% 0.0%

Tennessee Valley Authority $0.0 $7.0 $0.0 0.0% -100.0%

Supplemental Appropriations $50.0 $0.0 $0.0 -100.0% 0.0%

Nuclear Waste Technical

Review Board $2.6 $3.2 $2.6 0.0% -17.5%

Subtotal, Independent Agencies $175.7 $117.1 $84.1 -52.1% -28.2%
Scorekeeping Adjustments _ -$1.088.7 -$438.3 -$458.0 -57.9% +4.5%
TOTALS $21,069.6 $21,557.7 $20,189.9 -4.2% -6.3%
Source: House Appropriations Committee
* FY 1999 levels include $665 million in emergency appropriations form P.L. 105-277 and P.L. 106-31.

General Operationsand M aintenance. Thebill provides$1.9 billion for general operation and main-
tenance projectsin 50 states and the District of Columbia, $136 million morethanin FY 1999 and $53
million morethan the president’srequest. Typical activitiesincluderepairs, environmental impact studies,
seismic studies, maintenance dredging, engineering, and other duties associated with norma maintenance
and improvementsto the nation’swater resources.

Regulatory Program. The measure appropriates$117 million for salariesand related coststo enforce

navigable watersand wetlandslaws, $11 million morethan last year and $7 million morethan the president’s
request. Thehill requiresthe administration toimplement afull administrative appeal s processfor wetlands
decisions, including determining which agency hasjurisdiction over particular waterways as directed by
Congressin previousfiscal years; the measureincludes $5 million for this purpose.

Formerly Utilized SitesRemedial Action Program (FUSRAP). InFY 1998, Congresstransferred
responsibility for cleanup of contaminated sites under FUSRAP to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.
FUSRAP providesfundsto cleanup radioactive contamination at non-federal nuclear weaponstest sites.
Thebill fully fundsthe president’srequest of $150 million for FY 2000, $10 million morethanin FY 1999.
Theincreased funding isexpected to result in the completion of cleanup at these sitesby 2002. Currently,
the sites are expected to be cleaned up by 2016.

General Expenses. The bill fully funds the president’s request of $148 million, equal to last year's
funding, for the office of the Chief of Engineers, the Corps' division offices, and certain research and
statistical functions performed by Corpsadministrators.
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Title 11 — Department of the Interior

The committee appropriates $822 million, $74 million lessthan the president’s request and $3 million less
than last year, to fund the Bureau of Reclamation, variousrestoration funds, and water construction pro-
grams.

Central Utah Project

H.R. 2605 provides $37 million, $5 million less than the FY 1999 level and $2 million less than the
president’s request, to complete the Central Utah Conservancy District projects as prescribed by the
Central Utah Project Completion Act P.L. 102-575). The Central Utah project constructsreservoirsand
agueductsto divert water from the Colorado River to citiesin central Utah.

Bureau of Reclamation (BuRec)

The measure provides $785 million for BuRec in FY 2000, $3 million morethanin FY 1999 and $72
million lessthan the president’srequest. BuRec isthelargest supplier and manager of water inthewestern
United States. Thebureau reportsthat it provideswater to approximately 31 million people, generates
around 60 billion kilowatt-hours of energy from hydroel ectric power each year, and deliversirrigation
water to approximately 10 million acres of farmland. BuRec's assetsinclude 345 reservoirs, 52 hydro-
electric power plants, and over 300 recreation sites.

Water and Related Resour ces. BuRec has consolidated the general investigations, construction pro-
gram, and operation and maintenance accountsinto awater and related resources budget category. The
bill provides $605 million for thiscategory, $14 million lessthanthe FY 1999 level and $48 millionlessthan
the president’srequest.

CaliforniaBay-Deta Ecosystem Restoration. Thebill provides$75 million, the sameaslast year and
$20 million lessthan the president’slevel, to restore the ecosystem in the Californiabay-deltaarea (San
Francisco Bay/Sacramento-San Joaquin delta) and for other projectslike developing better methodsfor
efficient water useand ground water storage. The CdliforniaBay-DeltaEnvironmental and Water Security
Act (P.L. 104-133) authorized $143.3 million for the program over the next fiveyears.

L oansProgram. Themeasurefully fundsthe president’srequest of $12.4 million—3$4 million morethan
inFY 1999—for loansand/or grantsto non-federal organizationsfor construction or repair of small water
resource projects.

Central Valley Project Restoration Fund. The bill provides $47 million, equal to the president’s
request but $14 million morethan last year’srequest, for the Central Valley Project Restoration Fund.
Established by the 1992 Central Valley Project Improvement ActfL. 102-575), thefund collectsirriga-
tion surchargesfrom farmersusing Central Valley Project (CVP) water to pay for improvementsto fish
and wildlife habitats damaged by the CVPin Cdlifornia

Policy and Administration. Thebill provides$45 million, $2 million lessthan last year and $4 millionless
than the president’srequest, to provide executive direction and management of all Reclamation activities.
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Department of Energy Programs, FY 2000

Appropriation Account FY 1999* President's FY 2000 % Change from | % Change from
Level Request Proposal Last Year Request
(in millions) (in millions)

Energy Supply, Research and

Development $727.1 $834.8 $577.6 -20.6% -30.8%
Non-Defense Environmental Mgt. $431.2 $330.9 $327.2 -24.1% -1.1%
Uranium Enrich. Decontamination

and Decommissioning Fund $220.2 $240.2 $240.2 +9.1% 0.0%
General Science and Research $2,682.9 $2,839.2 $2,718.6 +1.3% -4.2%
Nuclear Waste Disposal Fund $169.0 $258.0 $169.0 0.0% -34.5%
Env. Restoration & Waste Management**

Defense ($5,576.8) ($5,785.8) ($5,440.3) 2.4% -6.0%

Non-Defense ($651.4) ($571.1) ($567.4) -12.9% -0.6%
Atomic Energy Defense Activities $12,415.0 $12,220.7 $11,204.1 -9.8% -8.3%
Departmental Administration (net) $63.9 $123.5 $86.9 +35.9% -29.6%
Office of Inspector General $29.0 $30.0 $30.0 +3.4% 0.0%
Power Marketing Administrations $237.5 $199.9 $199.9 -15.8% 0.0%
Emergency Appropriations $85.0 $0.0 $0.0 -100.0% 0.0%
Federal Energy Regulatory Comm.

Salaries and Expenses $167.5 $179.9 $175.0 +4.4% -2.8%

Revenues Applied -$167.5 -$179.9 -$175.0 +4.4% -2.8%
TOTALS $17,060.8 $17,077.2 $15,553.5 -8.8% -8.9%

Source: House Appropriations Committee

* FY 1999 levels includes $665 million in emergency appropriations form P.L. 105-277 and P.L. 106-31.

**Defense funds are appropriated through the Atomic Energy Defense Activities line item; non-defense funds are appropriated through the Energy Supply,
Research & Development Activities and the Uranium Supply & Enrichment Activities. They are noted here for informational purposes.

Title 111 — Department of Energy (DOE)

H.R. 2605 provides $15.5 billion for the Department of Energy, $1.5 billion lessthan both FY 1999 and
the president’srequest. Thebill withholds$1 billion in appropriated operating fundsfor DOE until after
June 30, 2000 and Congress enactslegidation to restructure DOE’s national security programsor creates
an independent agency. The committee hopesthat thisdelay will give Congresstimeto craft bipartisan
legidation. Thefunding isbeing withheld because the committee believesthat the department’s confusing
field structure and overlapping lines of responsbility have created an organization with ineffective manage-
ment, little accountability, and high costs.

Established in 1977, DOE isresponsible for formulating and overseeing the nation’s energy policy. It
receivesfunding from both the Interior and the Energy & Water Appropriationshills. Thebill provides
fundsfor DOE research and development, uranium production, nuclear waste disposal, defense-related
nuclear activities, theregiona Power Marketing Administrations (PMAS), and other programs.

The bill makesanumber of funding reductionsto eliminate what the committee identifies aswasteful
spending at theagency. Thehill directsthe department to eiminateall funding for contractor lobbying and
marketing activities. Additionally, arecent GAO study outlined the department’s $250 million for contrac-
tor travel last year. These costsincluded airfare, entertainment fees, and conference fees abroad that could
have been done viateleconferencing or the Internet. Consequently, the committee reduced funding for this
function by 50 percent.
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Energy Supply Activities

Thebill appropriates $576 million, $150 million lessthan last year and $257 million lessthan the president’s
request, for solar and other renewable energy programs, advanced nuclear technol ogies, environmental
and safety and health programs.

Solar and Renewable Energy Programs. The measure decreases the appropriation for solar and
renewable energy programs by $39 million from FY 1999 to $326 million, $120 million less than the
president’srequest. Thisaccount funds research into solar water heating building technology, of solar
power conversion, bio-fuelsenergy systems, wind energy systems, hydropower, and various other pro-
grams.

Nuclear Energy Programs. Thehill provides $266 million, $18 million lessthan last year, for civilian
reactor research, space and defense power systems, and civilian nuclear waste R& D. These programs
addressthe entire spectrum of nuclear issuesincluding safety, efficiency, advanced fuels, and long-term
storage of wastes.

Environment, Safety, and Health. The measuredlocates$37 million, $14 million lessthanthepresdent’s
request, for programsto ensure the safety of DOE workers and the public, aswell asthe protection of
DOE property and the environment.

Non-Defense Environmental M anagement

Thebill provides $431 million for DOE’s non-defense activities dealing with radioactive/hazardous waste
and improvementsto wastewater treatment plants, groundwater restoration, and construction of hazard-
ouswagtefacilities, $104 million lessthanin FY 1999 and $4 million lessthan the president’s request.

Uranium Enrichment Decontamination and Decommissioning Fund (D& D)

Thebill provides $240 million to support remedial actions, waste management, and maintenancefor sites
leased by the Uranium Supply and Enrichment Corporation (USEC) and the Energy Department, $20
millionmorethan FY 1999 and equal to the president’srequest.

Science

Themeasure provides $2.7 billion for high energy and nuclear physics, technology research, basic energy
sciences, biological and environmental research, and other energy research, which whereformerly part of
the energy research and development category. The bill provides $36 million morethan FY 1999 and
$121 lessthan the president’srequest.

High Energy Physics. H.R. 2605 provides $716 million, $18 million morethan the president’srequest
and $19 million morethan FY 1999, for research devoted to understanding subatomic matter.

Nuclear Physics. Thebill provides $358 million, $23 million morethan last year and $5 million morethan
the president’srequest, to research the structure of atomic nuclel.

Biological and Environmental Resear ch. Thebill provides $406 million for biological and environ-
mentd cleanup research, $37 million lessthan last year. Thebill excludesfunding set asidefor the Garden
State Cancer Center.
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Basic Energy Sciences. The measure allocates $736 million, $73 million lessthan last year and $152
million lessthan the president’s request, to promote cooperative efforts between DOE and the nation’s
universitiesto promote basic energy research. Thebill earmarks$7 million for the Experimental Program
to Stimulate Competitive Research (EPSCoR). Thebill aso prohibitsthe department from restarting the
High-Fux Beam Reector.

Other Energy Research Programs. Thebill provides $143 million for the computational and technol -
ogy research program, $55 million lessthan President Clinton’srequest. Thebill doesnot providefunds
for the Next Generation Internet, aprogram to upgrade computer and Internet hardware and software at
laboratories and universities, because private companies are already investing billions of dollarsin Internet
activities.

Nuclear Waste Disposal Fund

The Nuclear Waste Disposal Fund was created to facilitate the construction and operation of awaste
management system for the disposal of spent nuclear fuel and high-level radioactive waste from both
commercia and defense-related atomic energy activities, and isfinanced through the collection of fees
from the owners and generators of the waste. Currently, wasteis stored at 109 commercial nuclear
reactors, as well as at temporary DOE storage facilities throughout the country. In 1987, Congress
designated and began preliminary studies on apermanent, consolidated disposa siteat Y uccaMountan, in
theNevadadesert. Originaly, thefacility was supposed to beready to receive waste by 1998. Numerous
delays, however, have pushed that date back to 2010 at the earliest.

In response to these delays, and the anti cipated expense of building apermanent facility, the committee
decided to suspend the YuccaMountain project and instead focus on building an interim facility. However,
authorization for an interim facility has been stalled and further actionisuncertain. Should theinterim
facility receiveauthorization, the bill appropriates$169 million. Funding for thesitewill total $281 million,
of which $112 millionisfrom the Defense Nuclear Waste Disposa account.

Departmental Administration

Thebill provides $194 million—$7 million lessthanin FY 1999 and $47 million lessthan the president’s
request—which together with expected revenues of $107 million will fund general management and pro-
gram support functionsto benefit all edementsof DOE.

Officeof thelnspector General

The measure dlocates $30 million for department-wide audit, inspection, and incentive functionsto cor-
rect administrative mismanagement, $1 million morethanin FY 1999 and equal to the president’srequest.

Atomic Ener gy Defense Activities

H.R. 2605 provides $11.2 billion for the Energy Department to pursue defense-rel ated atomic energy
activities, $1.2 billion lessthan in FY 1999 and $1 billion less than the president’s request. Specific
appropriationsare detailed bel ow.

WeaponsActivities. Thebill appropriates $4 billion to preserve nuclear weaponstechnology and main-
tain therdiability and safety of the weaponsin the nation’s nuclear stockpile, $400 million lessthan FY
1999 and $525 million lessthan the president’s request.
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Defense Environmental Restor ation and Waste M anagement. Thebill provides $4.2 billion, $346
million lessthan the president’srequest and $152 million lessthanin FY 1999, for environmenta clean-up
at steswhere DOE has carried out defense-related nuclear energy research resulting in radioactive, haz-
ardous, and mixed-waste contamination.

Defense Facilities Closure Projects. Thebill provides$1 billion, $16 million morethan last year and
equaing the president’srequest, for the Defense Facilities Closure Projects account which includesfund-
ing for sitesthat have established agoal of completing cleanup by FY 2006. After completing cleanup, no
further departmental missionisenvisioned, and the siteswill be availablefor aternative uses.

Defense Environmental M anagement Privatization. Thebill provides $288 million, $357,000 less
than last year and equa to the president’srequest, for the Defense Environmental Management Privatization
program. Thesefundspay for private-sector environmental clean up of various DOE sites.

Other Defense Activities. The measure provides $1.7 billion, $45 million morethanin FY 1999 and
$146 million morethan the president’srequest, for avariety of defense-related nuclear programs, including
verification and control of nuclear technology, nuclear safeguards, security investigationsand evaluations,
the Office of Nuclear Safety, worker and community transition assistance, fissile materials control and
disposition, emergency management, and naval reactor development.

Power Marketing Administrations

The bill appropriates $200 million, matching the president’srequest and $38 million lessthan the FY 1999
level, to fund operations and maintenance for Southeastern and Western Area Power Administration and
the Falcon and Amistad hydroel ectric facilities operating and maintenance funds.

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)

Thebill appropriates$175 million to pay for sdariesand expensesfor the NRC that regulates commercia
nuclear energy production. By law, the NRC must recover all funds appropriated to it, except those
received from the Nuclear Waste Fund.

Title IV — Independent Agencies
Appalachian Regional Commission.
Thebill provides$60 million, $6 million lessthan both last year and the president’srequest, for the Appa-
lachian Regional Commission (ARC). The ARC isaregiona economic devel opment agency representing
apartnership of federal, state, and local governments. It was established in 1965 and iscomposed of the
governorsof the 13 Appalachian states and afederal co-chairman who isappointed by the president.
Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board
The bill provides $16.5 million, the same amount as last year and $1 million less than the president’s

request, for salaries and expenses of the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety BoardComposed of five
members appointed by the president, the board was created by the 1989 National Defense Authorization
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Act to provide advice and recommendations regarding public health and saf ety issuesat DOE’s defense-
related nuclear facilities.

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)

Thebill appropriates $23 million (net) for the NRC, which regulates and licenses commercial nuclear
energy production. By law, the NRC must recover al funds appropriated to it, except those received from
the Nuclear Waste Fund. In FY 2000, the committee expectsthe NRC to take in the same amount in
revenuesfrom licensesand annua fees, leaving anet appropriation of zero. Thisnet appropriation matches
the president’srequest and is$3 million higher than last year. Thebill directsthecommissiontowritea
report detailing: (1) lessonslearned frominitia licenserenewal reviewsand what actionsare being take to
ensurethetwo-year timetablewill be sustained and improved upon for future license renewal applicants;
and (2) existing regulations and suggestionsto reform those that are outdated or paperwork intensiveto a
set of regulationsthat are performance based.

Officeof thelnspector General

Themeasure alocates $6 million for the Office of the Inspector General, al of which must be recovered
through licensesand annual fees.

Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board

Thebill provides $3 million for the board to eval uate the technical and scientific validity of the DOE's
nuclear waste disposal activities, the same amount aslast year and $550,000 |ess than the president’s
request.

TennesseeValley Authority (TVA)

No fundswere appropriated for the TVA, which received no funding last year, but for which the president

requested $7 million for FY 2000. Established duringthe New Deal, the TV A isresponsiblefor, among

other things, maintaining aregional system of dams, reservoirs and navigation facilities; refurbishing out-
moded public facilities and structures; and managing and maintaining over 300,000 acres of publicland

and 11,000 milesof shoreline. TVA aso conductsrural economic development activitiesto maintain a
competitive regiona economy and improve minority economic development, waste management technol -
ogy, education, and work forcetraining.

TitleV — General Provisons

H.R. 2605 includes anumber of general provisions. Specifically, the measure (1) prohibitsthe use of
pending appropriationsfrom being used in any way, directly or indirectly, toinfluence congressiona action
on any legidation pending before Congress; (2) requiresthat agenciesreceiving funds from the bill to
purchase only American-made products to the greatest possible extent; (3) extends for one-year the
authority of the NRC to collect feesand chargesto offset appropriated funds; (4) prohibitsthe use of funds
for proposing or issuing rules or regulationsto implement or prepare to implement the Kyoto Protocol; and
(5) directsthe Chief of Engineersto submit areport outlining plansfor an improved and streamlined
project decision, review, and agreement process.
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Costs/Committee Action:

CBO egtimatesthat enactment of H.R. 2605 will result in discretionary outlaysof $12.1 billionin FY 2000,
$6.3hillionin FY 2001, $1.3hillionin FY 2002, $83 millionin FY 2003, and $205 millionin FY 2004 and
beyond.

The Appropriations Committee reported the bill by voice vote on July 20, 1999.

Other Information:
“Appropriationsfor FY 2000: Energy and Water Devel opment, CRSReport RL 30207 June 24, 1999,

“Plan for New Agency Gains Steam Over Richardson’s ObjectionsCongressional Quarterly Weekly
Report, June 26, 1999, p.1559.

© ¢

Brendan Shidds, 226-0378

J.C. Watts, Jr., Chairman HRCegidative Digest Vol. XX VIII, #22, July 23, 1999



27

FY 2000 District of Columbia Appropriations Act
H.R. 2587

Committeeon Appropriations
H.Rept. 106-249
Submitted by Mr. Istook on July 22, 1999

Floor Situation:

The House is scheduled to consider H.R. 2587 on Tuesday, July 27, 1999. The Rules committeeis
scheduled to meet on the bill at 5:00 p.m. on Monday, July 26. Additional information on the rule and
potential anendmentswill be provided in &loorPrep prior to floor consideration.

Highlights:

H.R. 2587 appropriates $453 million for the federal payment to the District of Columbia(D.C.), $59.3
million more than the president’s request and $230.6 million lessthan FY 1999 (included inthe FY 1999
appropriations bill was $64 millionin emergency funding for Y 2K conversion). Thisfunding paysfor the
operation of the Nation’s Capital, D.C. correctional activities, and D.C. courts. Of thisamount, the hill
provides (1) $183 million for the Corrections Trustees operations; (2) $100.7 million for operating city
courts; and (3) $17 million for the D.C. Resident Tuition Support program. Finally, thebill approvesthe
$6.8 billion District budget (including $1.4 billion for asix-year capitol outlay program), $4.3 million less
than FY 1999 and $40.6 million more than the president’s request.

Thebill dso:
* prohibits money from being spent on needle exchange programsinD.C.;
*makes permanent the authorization for charter schools, allows charter schools accessto
fundsfor construction and repair of e ementary and secondary schools, and allows prefer-

encefor siblingsof charter schoolsin the admissions process,

* provides $8.5 million to create incentivesto adopt children in the District’sfoster care
system;

* provides $33.3 million for anew appropriation account for attorney programsfor indigent
defendants, child abuse, and guardianship casesadministered by District courts,

* provides $150 million for abudget reserve, asrequired by the FY 1999 D.C. Appropria-
tionsAct (PL. 105-277), to prevent the District from budget deficit;

* prohibitsfederal fundsfrom being used to sue Congressfor voting representation;

* continuesto prohibit the use of any federa or district-raised funding to provide abortions,
except in the case of rape, incest, or danger to the mother’slife;
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* capsthehourly rate of compensation at $50 for attorneyswho represent aparty inlitiga-
tion against brought against the District of ColumbiaPublic Schoolsunder the Individuals
with DisahilitiesAct; and

* ratifiesthe Tax Parity Act passed by the D.C. City Council. Thislocal measure provides
$59 millionintax relief for D.C. residents.

Sticking Points

Thebill contains severa provisionsthat arelikely to become the subject of floor debate or amendment.
Some of theseincludethefollowing:

* Abortion. Thehbill currently restrictsthe use of federal fundsto provide abortions except
when the mother’slifeisat stakeor ininstancesof rapeor incest. Proponentsarguethat
taxpayers should not beforced to fund aprocedure they have severe moral objectionsto,
while critics contend that the federa government should let the District government make
thisdecision.

* Capon Attorney Fees. Thebill capsthe hourly rate of compensation at $50 for attor-
neyswho represent a party who prevailsin litigation against the District of Columbia
Public Schoolsunder the Individualswith DisabilitiesAct. TheD.C. Public Schoolsre-
guested the addition of thisprovision. Court-appointed attorneysin the District currently
receivethis$50 hourly rate. Proponentsbeievethecapisfair, especialy when attorney’s
representing those facing death row receivethishourly rate. They arguethat thisprovison
will benefit the public schools, asthe money spent on attorney fees could be better usedin
providing compensation for thosewho prevail inlawsuitsor to improve education a D.C.
schools. Opponentsarguethat the federal government should not placerestrictionson
issuesover which thecity should havejurisdiction.

* Needle Exchange Programs. The prohibits the use of federal funds for needle ex-
change programs. Proponents of these programs argue that providing clean needlesto
drug users encourages drug use. They believe this sends mixed signals on the war on
drugseffort and that public funds should not support ahabit whichisillegal. Opponents
arguethat needle exchange programs are beneficia in preventing the spread of HIV and
that thefederal government should not placerestrictionson District funds.

Background:

For much of thelast decade, the District of Columbiahas endured astring of economic crises. Chronic

budget deficitsinflicted adevastating toll on municipa services. Past budget shortfalls have caused public
schoolsto open late or not at al. Funding shortfalls persisted for police, fire, public works (including
tapwater, wastewater, and garbage pickup), and Medicaid. Citizenshave been especialy appalled by the
Digtrict’sinability to adequately provide public education for D.C. children and protect itsresidentsfrom
crime. In November 1990, the District’s Commission on Budget and Financia Prioritiesadvised D.C.

officidsof an“immediatefiscal criss’ that would occur dueto alack of budget fundsto meet obligations.
Whilecity officialstried to mask abalanced budget by delaying debt payments and redefining budget
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items, the deficit continued to climb. Overall, the city requested over $1 hillion in emergency appropria-
tions between 1991 and 1994.

To hold the District more accountable, Congress created the D.C. Control Board in 1995. The board was
granted oversight over all D.C. fiscal matters, including borrowing money from the Treasury and private
sources. Theboard was authorized to assume direct management control over thecity’sfiscal affairsin
areaswhereit was unableto meet itsfinancia obligations or payroll, provide essential public services, or
pay an excess number of accountswhich aremorethan 30 daysin arrears. Infiscal years 1997 and 1998
thedistrict achieved budget surplusesand for FY 1999, a$282 million surplusisexpected. TheFY 1999
D.C. AppropriationsAct P.L. 105-277) requirestheinclusion of a$150 million operating reservein any
budget submitted for congressiona approval beginningin FY 2000. Based onthisprovision, theDistrict’s
proposed FY 2000 budget will produce asurplus of $313 million.

In November 1998, the city éected Anthony Williamsto be mayor of the District, replacing Marion Barry,
whom many criticsblamed largely for creating the District’sfinancia dilemma. The new mayor hasmade
necessary changesto the city’slegidative body and school board, and has overseen acontinued reduction
inthecrimerate. Responding to the city’s progress, earlier thisyear Congress enacted the District of
ColumbiaManagement Restoration Act P.L. 106-1), which restored management authority for thedaily
operation of thecity’sninelargest departmentsto the mayor.

Provisions:
— Federal Funds —

Tuition Assistancefor District Graduates. Thebill provides$17 million for anew tuition program to

compensate qualified D.C. residentsfor the difference between in-state and out-of -state tuition at institu-
tionsof higher learning. Thesefundsare contingent on enactment of the authorizing legidation, H.R. 974,

which passed the House on May 24, 1999. Participantswould be allowed to apply tuition assistance at
both private and publicinstitutions.

I ncentivesfor Adopting Children. Thebill provides$8.5 million to createincentivesfor the adoption of
childrenintheDistrict’sfoster care system. TheDistrict’s Child and Family Services Agency promotes
and facilitates adoptions of District children. The number of cases handled by the agency hasrisen from
approximately 2,600 casesin December 1997 to 3,300 in September 1998.

CitizensComplaint Review Board. Thebill provides$1.2 millionfor theinitia startup and operations
of the Citizens Complaint Review Board. The board will provide the citizens of the District with an
independent and impartial review and adjudication processfor complaints against officers of the Metro-
politan Police Department and Specia Police Officers.

Department of Human Services. Thebill provides $250,000 to fund amentoring program for at-risk
children and aresource hotlinefor low-incomeresidentsin D.C. in the District’s Department of Human
Services.

Correction TrusteeOperations. Thebill provides $183 million, $1.8 million lessthan last year and $7
million morethan the president’srequest, to assist the Corrections Trustee operation with the transition of

HRC Legidative Digest Vol. XXVIII, #22, July 23, 1999 J.C. Watts, Jr., Chairman



30

Federal Funds for the District of Columbia, FY 2000
Appropriation Account FY 1999 President's FY 2000 % Change from | % Change from
Level Reguest Proposal Last Year Reguest
(in millions) (in millions)

DC Resident Tuition Support $0.0 $0.0 $17.0 0.0% 0.0%
Incentives for Adoption of Foster Chilc $0.0 $0.0 $8.5 0.0% 0.0%
Citizens Complaint Review Board $0.0 $0.0 $1.2 0.0% 0.0%
Federal Payment for Human Services $0.0 $0.0 $0.3 0.0% 0.0%
MetroRail Improvements & Expansion $25.0 $0.0 $0.0 -100.0% 0.0%
Management Reform $25.0 $0.0 $0.0 -100.0% 0.0%
Boys Town USA $7.1 $0.0 $0.0 -100.0% 0.0%
Capital Infrastructure Fund $18.8 $0.0 $0.0 -100.0% 0.0%
Environmental Study & Related

Activities at Lorton Complex $7.0 $0.0 $0.0 -100.0% 0.0%
Corrections Trustee Operations $184.8 $176.0 $183.0 -1.0% +4.0%
Fed. Payment D.C. Courts $128.0 $137.4 $100.7 -21.3% -26.7%
Defender Services in D.C. Courts $0.0 $0.0 $33.3 0.0% 0.0%
Court Services & Offender

Supervision Agency $59.4 $80.3 $105.5 +77.6% +31.4%
Metropolitan Police $1.2 $0.0 $0.0 -100.0% 0.0%
Fire Department $3.2 $0.0 $0.0 -100.0% 0.0%
Georgetown Waterfront $1.0 $0.0 $0.0 -100.0% 0.0%
Historical Society for City Museum $2.0 $0.0 $0.0 -100.0% 0.0%
National Museum of American

Music & Downtown Revitalization $0.7 $0.0 $0.0 -100.0% 0.0%
U.S. Park Police $8.5 $0.0 $0.0 -100.0% 0.0%
Waterfront Improvements $3.0 $0.0 $0.0 -100.0% 0.0%
Mentoring Services $0.2 $0.0 $0.0 -100.0% 0.0%
Hotline Services $0.1 $0.0 $0.0 -100.0% 0.0%
Public Charter Schools $15.6 $0.0 $0.0 -100.0% 0.0%
Medicare Coordinated Care

Demonstration Project $3.0 $0.0 $0.0 -100.0% 0.0%
Children's National Medical Cntr $1.0 $0.0 $3.5 +250.0% 0.0%
National Revitalization Financing:

Economic Development $25.0 $0.0 $0.0 -100.0% 0.0%

Special Education $30.0 $0.0 $0.0 -100.0% 0.0%

Year 2000 Information Tech. $20.0 $0.0 $0.0 -100.0% 0.0%
Infrastructure & Econ Development $50.0 $0.0 $0.0 -100.0% 0.0%
Y2K Emergency Funding (courts) $2.2 $0.0 $0.0 -100.0% 0.0%
Y2K Emergency Funding $61.8 $0.0 $0.0 -100.0% 0.0%
TOTALS $683.6 $393.7 $453.0 -33.7% +15.1%
Source House Appropriations Committee

placing D.C. felonsinfederal prisonsand conducting financial oversight for all aspectsof the District’'s
Department of Corrections.

District of Columbia Courts. Thehill provides $100.7 million for D.C. courts, which will be adminis-
tered by the Office of Management and Budget, of which $91.7 million isprovided for operation costs.

D.C. CourtsDefender Services. Thebill provides $33.3 million for anew appropriation account for
attorney programsfor indigent defendants, child abuse, and guardianship cases administered by District
courts.
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Offender Supervision, Defender, and Court ServicesAgency. Themeasure provides$105.5 million
for FY 2000 for the District Offender Supervision, Defenders, and Court ServicesAgency. Thisisan
increase of $46.1 million from FY 1999. The purpose of thisagency isto reorganize and operate the
functions of pretrial services, defense services, parole, adult probation, and offender supervision asor-
dered by the 1997 Revitalization Act. Inaddition, thebill provides$25.2 million for increased drug testing,
intervention, and treatment.

Children’sNational M edical Center. Thebill provides $3.5 million for construction, renovation, re-
location, and information technology infrastructure for the completion of the Children’sNational Medical
Center, apediatric healthinitiativefor high-risk children in medically undeserved areasof D.C.

— Didtrict Operating Expenses —

Governmental Direction and Support. Thebill provides $162.4 million, $1.8 million lessthanin FY
1999 and $12.3 lessthan the District requested, for programsthat provide government administration and
oversight, including the Office of the Mayor, Budget, and Financia Management.

Economic Development and Regulation. The bill earmarks $190.3 million, equal to the District’s

request and $31.3 million morethanin FY 1999, for programsthat support land-use planning and zoning
for housing and community devel opment projects, employment and consumer affairs, a ong with depart-
mentsto promote economic development and tourism.

Public Safety and Justice. The budget funds$785.7 million, $7 million more than the District request
and $29.9 million morethan FY 1999, for local law enforcement, fire, and emergency servicespersonnel.
Theaccount formerly provided fundsfor D.C. courts and the department of corrections, which are now
part of thefederal contribution. The Metropolitan Police department has been instructed to submit quar-
terly reportsto the proper House and Senate committees detailing effortsto increase efficiency, improve
professionalism, and the status of crimereduction.

Public Education System. Thebudget provides $867.4 million, $78.5 million morethanin FY 1999 and
$17 million morethan the District’srequest, for programsincluding the public schoolsand library, the
teacher’sretirement system, the University of the District of Columbia(UDC), and the Artsand Humani-
tiesCommission. Included inthisamount is$27.9 million from local fundsfor public charter schoolsfor
FY 2000. Inaddition, thebill (1) makesthe authorizationfor D.C. charter schools permanent; (2) allows
charter schoolsaccessto fundsfor construction and repair; and (3) gives preferenceto siblingsof children
at charter schools.

Human Support Services. Thehill dlocates$1.5 billion, $11.6 million morethan last year and $365,000
morethan the District requested, for programsthat meet the health and welfare needs of individualsand
familiesin the District, along with effortsto achieveracia diversity and gender fairnessin practices of
employment and education.

Public Works. Thebill provides $271.4 million, $4.5 million morethan in FY 1999 and equal to the
District’srequest, for public works projects, including programsto maintain the District’s physical infra
structure and the oversight of publictrangit systems.
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District Budget, FY 2000
Appropriation Account FY 1999 President's FY 2000 % Change from | % Change from
Level Request Proposal Last Year Request
(in millions) (in millions)

Operating Expenses
Gowt. Direction & Support $164.1 $174.7 $162.4 -1.1% -7.0%
Econ. Dev. & Regulation $159.0 $190.3 $190.3 +19.7% 0.0%
Public Safety and Justice $755.8 $778.7 $785.7 +4.0% +0.9%
Public Education System $789.0 $850.4 $867.4 +9.9% +2.0%
Human Support Services $1,514.8 $1,526.0 $1,526.4 +0.8% +0.0%
Public Works $266.9 $271.4 $271.4 +1.7% 0.0%
Reserve $0.0 $150.0 $150.0 0.0% 0.0%
Buyouts and Mgmt Reform $0.0 $0.0 $20.0 0.0% 0.0%
Workforce Investments $0.0 $8.5 $8.5 0.0% 0.0%
D.C. Finan. Resp. & Mgmt Asst. Auth $7.8 $3.1 $3.1 -59.9% 0.0%
Receivership Programs $319.0 $337.1 $345.6 +8.3% +2.5%
Financing and Other $451.6 $384.9 $384.9 -14.8% 0.0%
Procurement & Mgmt Savings -$10.0 -$21.5 -$21.5 +114.6% 0.0%
Subtotal, Operating Expenses $4,418.0 $4,653.7 $4,694.2 +6.3% +0.9%

Capital Outlay $1,711.2 $1,415.8 $1,415.8 -17.3% 0.0%

Enterprise Funds
Water and Sewer $273.3 $279.6 $279.6 +2.3% 0.0%
Lottery and Charity Games $225.2 $234.4 $234.4 +4.1% 0.0%
Cable Television $2.1 $0.0 $0.0 -100.0% 0.0%
Sports Commission (STARPLEX) $8.8 $10.8 $10.8 +23.9% 0.0%
Public Benefit Corporation $66.8 $89.0 $89.0 +33.3% 0.0%
Retirement Board $18.2 $9.9 $9.9 -45.7% 0.0%
Correctional Insdustries $3.3 $1.8 $1.8 -45.7% 0.0%
Dept. Ins. & Sec. Regulations $7.0 $0.0 $0.0 +22.8% 0.0%
Public Service Commission $5.0 $0.0 $0.0 +11.1% 0.0%
Office of People's Counsel $2.5 $0.0 $0.0 +4.2% 0.0%
Convention Ctr. Fund $48.1 $50.2 $50.2 +4.3% 0.0%
Office of Banking &

Financial Institutions $0.6 $0.0 $0.0 0.0% 0.0%
Subtotal, Enterprise Funds $661.0 $675.8 $675.8 +2.2% 0.0%
Service Adjustments $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 0.0% 0.0%

TOTALS $6,790.2 $6,745.3 $6,785.8 -0.1% 0.0%
Source: House Appropriations Committee

Recelver ship Programs. Thebill provides $345.6 million for receivership programs. Thisis $26.6
million morethan FY 1999 and $8.5 million morethan the Digtrict’srequest. Thisfundingincludes$119.4
million for Child and Family Servicesto support the development of healthy families, assist children and
families of need, protect abused and neglected children, and provide apermanent homefor al wardsof the
Digtrict. Inaddition, thisamount includes $204.4 million for the Commission on Mental Health Services.
The commission oversees assessment, treatment, and care programsfor the mental health consumer.

Workforce Investment. Thehill provides$8.5 million to accommodate (1) asix percent non-union pay
increase beginning the third quarter of FY 2000; (2) an attorney pay raise of 15 percent; (3) $350,000 for
the Disability Compensation Fund; and (4) $837,000 for the Defined Contribution Fund.

Reserve. Thebill requiresthat $150 million be held asareserve. Thisprovision wasrequired by the FY
1999 D.C. AppropriationsAct P.L. 105-277) to ensure that the District budget does not fall into deficit.
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Repayment of L oansand I nterest. The budget provides $382.4 million for repaying previousloans
andinterest ontheloans.

Repayment of General Fund Recovery Debt. Thebill provides $38.3 million to cover the principle
andinterest of bonds. The 1991 District of Columbia Emergency Deficit Reduction AcKL. 102-106)
authorized the District to issue 12-year genera recovery bondsto eliminate the general fund deficit.

Enterprise Funds. Thebudget earmarks $675.8 million, $14.8 million morethanin FY 1999, for enter-
prisefunds, which includethe Water and Sewer Utility Administration, and fundsfor the operation of the
District’s Sports Commission (Starplex), Lottery, Office of Cable Television, D.C. General Hospital,
Washington Convention Center, and Retirement Board, among others.

Capital Outlays. The committee recommends anet increase of $1.4 billion for FY 2000 for capital
outlays, whichwill provide support to various D.C. programs such aslaw enforcement, public works, and
education.

— General Provisons —

Abortion. Thehbill continuesto prohibit the use of any federal or district-raised funding to provide abor-
tions, except in the case of rape, incest, or danger to the mother’slife.

Domestic Partners. Thebill continuesthe prohibition of the use of any federal or district-raised funding
for implementing programsthat extend the same rights designated for married couplesto cohabitating
unmarried couples—such asdomestic partners.

Marijuana L egalization Referendum. Thebill prohibitsthe use of federal fundsto conduct any ballot
initiative which seeksto legaize or reduce penalties associated with the possession, use, or distribution of
marijuana.

Fiscal Respongbility. Thebill continuesto prohibit the use of federal fundsto provide apersonal cook,
chauffeur, or other persona servantsto any officer or employeeof the D.C. government. Thebill requires
the D.C. government to specify initsFY 2001 budget potentia adjustmentsthat might become necessary
in the case that the management savings achieved by the District do not meet thelevel of management
savings projected in the budget.

Needle Exchnage Programs. The bill prohibits federal funds from being used for needle exchange
programs.

Reporting Requirements. Thebill changesthe reporting requirementsof the University of the District of
Columbiafrom monthly to quarterly. Thebill changesthe Emergency Transitional Education Board of
Trusteesto the Superintendent of District of Columbia Public Schoolsand changesthe reporting require-
ments from monthly to quarterly. Inaddition, the bill changesfrom monthly to quarterly the reporting
requirements of the Chief Financia Officer of the District.

Attorney Fees. Thebill capsthe hourly rate of compensation at $50 for attorneyswho represent aparty
who prevailsinlitigation brought against the District of ColumbiaPublic Schoolsunder the Individualswith
DisabilitiesAct.
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Victim of Violent Crime Compensation Act. Thebill prohibitsthe use of fundsinthe CrimeVictims
Compensation Fund for administrative costs or any other purpose and directsthe unobligated balanceto
betransferredtothe U.S. Treasury.

Real Property. Thebill prohibitsthe D.C. mayor from using fundsto lease or purchasereal property
unlessthe mayor certifiesthat existing real property availableto the District isunsuitablefor intended use
and the District government’s surplus property ismade availablefor sale or lease.

Prohibition on Suing Congress. Thebill continuesto prohibit appropriated funds from being used by
the corporation council to prepare any lawsuits against Congressregarding voter representation issuesfor
thecitizensof theDigtrict.

14" Street Bridge. Thebill provides$7.5 million for planning and design of lanework on the 4Street
Bridge and $5 million for environmental cleanup of the AnacostiaRiver.

Tax Relief. Thebill ratifiesthe Tax Parity Act passed by the D.C. City Council which provides $59
millionintax relief for D.C. residents.

Severance Pay. Thehill transfers $20 million from the Financial Responsibility and Management Assis-
tance Authority to the District government for severance pay for individual s separated from employment
during FY 2000.

CostsCommittee Action:

CBO estimates that enactment of H.R. 2587 will result in outlays of $444 million for FY 2000 and $5
millionfor FY 2001. Thebill doesnot affect direct spending, so pay-as-you-go procedures do not apply.

The Appropriations Committee reported the bill by voicevoteon July 22,1999.

Other Information:

“Appropriationsfor FY 2000: District of Columbia CRSReport RL30213, July 12, 1999.

Mary Rose Baker, 226-6871
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FY 2000 Foreign Operations Appropriations Act
H.R. 2606

Committeeon Appropriations
H.Rept. 106-254
Submitted by Mr. Callahan on July 23, 1999

Floor Situation:

The House is scheduled to consider H.R. 2606 on Tuesday, July 27, 1999. The Rules Committeeis
scheduled to meet on the bill at 1:00 p.m. on Tuesday, July 27. Additional information on the rule and
potential amendmentswill be provided in &loorPrep prior to floor consideration.

Highlights:

H.R. 2606 appropriates $12.7 billion in discretionary budget authority in FY 2000 for foreign assistance
and export-financing programs. Thisamount is$20.7 billion lessthanthe FY 1999 level (thisamount
includes FY 1999 emergency appropriations) and $1.9 billion less than President Clinton’s FY 2000
budget request. Of thetotal amount appropriated, the bill provides $595.5 million for export assistance,
$7.4billionfor bilateral economic assistance, $3.6 billion for military assistance, and $1.1 billion for mul-
tilateral economic assistance.

Maor funding initiativesinthebill include:

* $76.5 million for voluntary peacekeeping operations (equa to the 1999 level and $53.5
million lessthan the president’srequest);

* $725million for the Former States of the Soviet Union ($307 million lessthan the president’s
request and $76 million lessthanthe FY 1999 level after excluding supplementa emer-

gency appropriations);

* $680 million ($125 million more than the president’srequest and $30 million morethan the
1999 level) for the Child Survival and Disease Programs Fund;

* $735 million ($20 million more than the president’s request and $40 million lessthan the
FY 1999 level) in economic aid for Egypt. The bill aso recommends a continued de-
crease of $40 million annually over 10 years, which will resultin a50 percent reductionin
economic aid toward Egypt. Thebill does, however, fully fund the president’srequest of
$1.3 billion for military assistance, whichisequa tothe FY 1999 levd;

* $19.6 million for the Internationa Fund for Ireland, whichisequal to both last year'slevel
and the president’srequest;

* $285 million ($24 million morethan last year'sleve after excluding supplementa emer-
gency funding but $10 millionlessthan the president’srequest) for International Narcotics
Control;
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* $181.6 million ($16.4 millionlessthanin FY 1999 after excluding emergency supplemen-
tal funding but $49.4 million lessthan the president’srequest) for nonproliferation, anti-
terrorism, and demining activities;

* $240 million (equd tothe FY 1999 level after excluding emergency supplementa funding
but $30 million lessthan the president’s request) for the Peace Corps.

Thebill aso:

* recommendsadecreasein economic aid to Isragl by $120 millionfromthe FY 1999 level
and the president’srequest to bring the total amount to $960 million; however, the bill
increases | sradl’stota military assistance by $60 million over the FY 1999 level and equal
to the president’srequest, to total $1.92 billion. Thebill also recommendsareduction of
$120 million per year toward economic ass stance over the next 10 years, which will result
intheeventua elimination of economic assistancefor Isragl;

*withholds 50 percent of the assistance to the government of Russiaunlessit ends nuclear
and ballistic missile cooperation with Iran;

* provides $200 million, the same as the president’s request, for economic assistanceto
Jordan, and $125 million (also the same asthe president’ srequest) for military assistance
to Jordan; and

* renewsthe one-year waiver of section 907 of the Freedom Support ActfL. 102-511),
which bansall U.S. assistanceto Azerbaijan.

Sticking Points

* Global Environment Facility. Thebill authorizes $50 million for the Global Environ-
ment Facility (GEF), $93 million lessthan the president’srequest of $143 million. The
GEF iscomposed of 165 nations and provides grantsto devel oping countriesfor environ-
mental initiatives such asarebiodiversity, climate change, ozone depletion, and interna-
tional waters. Many feel that the president’s $143 million request isaway to finance
support for the Kyoto Treaty on global warming, for which the administration has not
requested funding. Under the current bill, no fundsin the bill may be used to implement the
Kyoto Treaty. Amendments are expected to be offered to fund the GEF at the amount
requested by the president.

* Abortion/Family Planning. H.R. 2606 currently provides $385 million for family plan-
ning activities, an amount equd to last year'slevel and $15 million lessthan the president’s
request. Mr. Smith plans to offer an amendment to restore part of the “ Mexico City
Policy” to prohibit U.S. assistanceto foreign organizationsthat viol ate abortion laws of
foreign countriesor engagein lobbying activitiesto change such laws.

Thehill also provides $25 million for the U.S. contribution to the United Nations Popula-
tion Fund (UNFPA). However, it specifically prohibitsthese fundsfrom being used for
programsin Chinaor for any other programsthat deal with abortionsor coerced family
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planning practices. If the UNFPA doesfund activitiesto China, the bill requiresthe U.S.
to withhold an amount equal to U.S. funding to the UNFPA. Proponentsof funding the

UNFPA arguethat the organization authorizes money for important programsthat reduce
child birth-related deaths and health problems around the world. Opponents, however,

argue against providing funding for UNFPA because of itsfinancial support for the Chi-
nese government’s “one child per family” population control policy, which includes co-
erced abortionsand forced sterilization.

* North Korea. Recent actions by the North K orean government—such assellingmissiles
to Iran, possible new nuclear construction activities, and testing missiles over Japan—
have made the administration’s policy towards North Koreaand its request for $55 mil-
lionfor heavy fudl oil especialy controversia. Under the current bill, $35 millionisautho-
rized for thispurpose. Some membershave sought to eliminate U.S. aid to North Korea
unlessthe North K orean government accepts strict restrictionsand guiddinesonitsnuclear
and weapons programs. Such measuresinclude preventing al U.S.-North Korean nuclear
agreements unless Congress enacts ajoint resolution stating that North Korea has ad-
hered with a 1994 agreement to freeze al nuclear weapons programsin North Koreaand
allow international inspections.

* Armenia-Azerbaijan Conflict. H.R. 2606 renewsthe one-year waiver of section 907
of the Freedom Support Act PL. 102-511), which bansall U.S. assistanceto Azerbaijan.
Theadministration, which asked Congressto renew thewaiver of section 907, saysthat it
continuesto act asahandicap for U.S. negotiatorswho need to be perceived asfair and
honest brokersto all sides. However, opponents of the repeal arguethat it rewardsa
government in Azerbaijan that is corrupt and has engaged in ethnic cleansing.

Background:

Theforeign operations appropriations bill containsthe largest share—about 66 percent— of total U.S.

internationa affairs spending, which fundsU.S. contributionsfor multilateral foreign assistance (e.g., the
World Bank Group), bilateral foreign assistance, (e.g., the Agency for International Development), military
assistance (e.g., the Foreign Military Financing program), export assistance programs (e.g., the Export-
Import Bank), and avariety of programsadministered through the Department of State (e.g., contributions
tointernationa organizations). Genera funding for State Department operationsis provided through the
Commerce, State, Justice, and the Judiciary (C/JS/J) appropriationsbill.

Provisions:
Title| — Export and I nvestment Assistance

H.R. 2606 provides $595.5 million for export assi stance through such entities asthe Export-Import Bank,
the Overseas Private Investment Corporation, and the Trade Development Agency. Thisrepresentsa
decrease of $63.5 million from the FY 1999 level and a $89.5 million decrease from the president’s
request.
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Foreign Operations Appropriations, FY 2000

Source: House Appropriations Committee

Appropriation Account FY 1999 President's FY 2000 % Change from | % Change from
Level Reqguest Proposal Last Year Request
(in millions) (in millions)
Title I--Export
Ex-Im Bank $790.4 $881.0 $799.0 +1.1% -9.3%
OPIC ($175.4) ($244.0) ($247.5) +41.1% +1.4%
Trade and Development $44.0 $48.0 $44.0 0.0% -8.3%
Subtotal, Title | $659.0 $685.0 $595.5 -9.6% -13.1%
Title Il--Bilateral Economic Assistance
Agency for Int'l Dev. $3,508.0 $2,654.8 $2,637.7 -24.8% -0.6%
Other Bilateral Assistance $3,990.1 $3,964.0 $3,364.6 -15.7% -15.1%
African Dev. Foundation $0.1 $14.4 $0.0 0.0% -100.0%
Inter-American Foundation $0.0 $22.3 $0.0 0.0% -100.0%
Peace Corps $240.0 $270.0 $240.0 0.0% -11.1%
Department of Treasury $87.0 $145.5 $34.5 -60.3% -76.3%
Department of State $1,839.4 $1,216.0 $1,136.6 -38.2% -6.5%
Subtotal, Title Il $9,664.6 $8,287.0 $7,413.4 -23.3% -10.5%
Title ll--Military Assistance
IMET $50.0 $52.0 $50.0 0.0% -3.8%
Foreign Military Financing $3,350.0 $3,780.0 $3,470.0 +3.6% -8.2%
Emergency Funding $50.0 $0.0 $0.0 -100.0% 0.0%
Special Defense Acquisition ($19.0) ($6.0) ($6.0) -68.4% 0.0%
Peacekeeping $76.5 $130.0 $76.5 0.0% -41.2%
Subtotal, Title llI $3,507.5 $3,956.0 $3,590.5 +2.4% -9.2%
Title IV--Multilateral Economic Assistance
Contrib. to Int'l Financial Inst. $1,451.3 $1,394.5 $901.7 -37.9% -35.3%
Int'l Organizations & Programs $187.0 $293.0 $167.0 -10.7% -43.0%
Subtotal, Title IV $1,638.3 $1,687.5 $1,068.7 -34.8% -36.7%
Title VI--International Monetary Fund
Loans to IMF $3,361.0 $0.0 $0.0 +100.0% 0.0%
U.S. Quota to the IMF $14,500.0 $0.0 $0.0 0.0% 0.0%
Subtotal, Title VI $17.861.0 $0.0 $0.0 +100.0% 0.0%
TOTALS $33,330.4 $14,615.5 $12,668.1 -62.0% -100.0%

Export-Import (ExIm) Bank

Thebill recommends $799 million for the ExIm Bank subsidy appropriation, anincrease of $8.6 million
from the FY 1999 level and a $82 million decrease from the president’s request. Asthe official U.S.
export credit agency, the ExIm Bank supports U.S. exports by lending and guaranteeing bank loansto
foreign buyersof U.S. goods, aswell asissuing avariety of insurance policies. Thebill also contains
legidative provisons(smilar to prior-year provisions) that (1) limit the export of nuclear technology or fuel

to certain countries; and (2) facilitate ExIm Bank activity in Eastern Europe and the Bdltics.

Thebill provides no additional funding for atied-aid “war chest.” Currently, $275 million remainsinthe
“war chest” for tied-aid purposes, which may be used to support loans. Tied-aid is government-to-
government concessional financing of public sector capital projectsin developing countries. Theaidis
provided by agenciesand rich governmentsand ismore concessional that other export credit terms under

the ExIm Bank.

J.C. Watts, Jr., Chairman
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Over seasPrivatel nvestment Cor poration (OPIC)

Thehill provides $55.5 million for OPIC'’s operating expenses and subsidy appropriation for direct and
guaranteed loan credit programs, $3.5 million lessthan the president’srequest and $72.1 million lessthan
inFY 1999. OPIC isanindependent agency of the U.S. government that providesfinancing and political
risk insuranceto U.S. companiesin 140 developing countries. Through financing investmentsand direct
loans, guaranteeing investments against avariety of political risks, and providing grantsfor feasibility stud-
ies, OPIC attemptsto foster devel opment in the host countries while simultaneously encouraging U.S.
economic growth.

The committee has added |anguageto the bill to request that OPI C begin implementing its proposed equity
funds for maritime transportation projects and for the Caribbean, Central America, and sub-Saharan
Africa. Thebill alsorequires OPIC to (1) address representation expenses and funding availability under
the 1974 Federal Credit Reform Act(P.L. 93-344); (2) provide a quarterly report to the committee
including theidentity, selection process, and professiona background of current and past OPIC managers,
which must include the fees and compensation provided to current managers and the amount of OPIC
guarantees and actual investments made at the end of the previous month; and (3) withhold presenting
environmentally sengitive projectsto the board of directorswithout completing OPIC's public information
and disclosure period. The bill mandatesthat the disclosure period should, at the minimum, be 120 days
and that the size of OPIC’'senvironmenta review staff should be significantly increased.

Tradeand Development Agency (TDA)

Thebill appropriates$44 millionfor TDA, equd tothe FY 1999 1evel and $4 million lessthan the president’s
request. TDA providesgrantsto American businessesto promote exports and compete for contracts
overseas. Thebill allows TDA to accept reimbursementsfor the costs of grantsin order to allow the
agency to continueto move away fromitsexclusively grant-based status.

Title I|—Bilateral Economic Assistance

H.R. 2606 provides $7.4 billion for bilateral economic assistance. Thisrepresentsadecrease of $2.3
billionfromthe FY 199 level and a$873.6 million below the president’s request.

Agency for International Development (Al D)

H.R. 2606 appropriates $2.6 billion for AID programs, $870.3 million lessthanin FY 1999 and $17.2

million lessthan the president’srequest. Createdin 1961, AID isan independent government agency that
provides humanitarian aid and economic devel opment assistancein order to further promote U.S. politica
and economic interestsabroad. The magjority of AlD’sfunding—closeto 80 percent—goesdirectly to
firms, assisting themin creating new marketsfor agricultura goodsand industria exports.

Child Survival and Disease ProgramsFund (CSDPF). Thebill provides $680 million for the Child
Surviva and Disease Fund, $30 million (excluding emergency supplementa funding) more than the 1999
level and $125 million morethan the president’s request because it expandsthe Infectious Disease I nitia-
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Title Il: Development and Economic Assistance, FY 2000
Appropriation Account FY 1999* | President's FY 2000 % Change from | % Change from
Level Request Level Last Year Request
(in millions) (in millions)
Agency for Int'l Development
Child Survival Fund $650.0 $555.0 $680.0 4.6% 22.5%
Emergency Funding $50.0 $0.0 $0.0 -100.0% -
Development Assistance Fund $1,225.0 $780.4 $1,201.0 -2.0% 53.9%
Central America and Caribbean
Emergency Disaster Recovery Fund $621.0 $0.0 $0.0 -100.0% -
Development Fund for Africa $0.0 $512.6 $0.0 0.0% -100.0%
International Disaster Assist. $200.0 $220.0 $200.9 0.4% -8.7%
Emergency Funding $188.0 $0.0 $0.0 -100.0% -
Small Enterprise Dev. Program $1.5 $1.5 $1.5 0.0% 0.0%
Administrative Expenses $0.5 $0.5 $0.5 0.0% 0.0%
Urban and Environmental Credit Program $1.5 $3.0 $0.0 -100.0% -100.0%
Administrative Expenses $5.0 $5.0 $5.0 0.0% 0.0%
Foreign Service Retirement
& Disability Fund $44.6 $43.8 $43.8 -1.6% 0.0%
AID Operating Expenses $480.0 $507.7 $480.0 0.0% -5.5%
Y2K Conversion $10.2 $0.0 $0.0 -100.0% —
AID Inspector General $30.8 $25.3 $25.0 -18.7% -1.0%
Subtotal, AID $3,508.0 $2,654.8 $2,637.7 -24.8% -0.6%
Economic Support Fund $2,362.0 $2,539.0 $2,227.0 -5.7% -12.3%
Emergency Funding $211.5 $0.0 $0.0 — —
International Fund for Ireland $19.6 $0.0 $19.6 0.0% —
Assistance for Eastern Europe $430.0 $393.0 $393.0 -8.6% 0.0%
Emergency Funding $120.0 $0.0 $0.0 — —
Assistance for Former Soviet Union $801.0 $1,032.0 $725.0 -9.5% -29.7%
Emergency Funding $46.0 $0.0 $0.0 -100.0% —
Subtotal, Bilateral Econ. Asst. $3,990.1 $3,964.0 $3,364.6 -15.7% -15.1%
Independent Agencies
African Dev. Foundation $0.0 $14.4 $0.0 — -100.0%
Inter-American Foundation $0.0 $22.3 $0.0 — -100.0%
Y2K Conversion $0.1 $0.0 $0.0 — —
Peace Corps $240.0 $270.0 $240.0 0.0% -11.1%
Department of State
Intl Narcotics Control $261.0 $295.0 $285.0 9.2% -3.4%
Migration & Refugee Assist. $640.0 $660.0 $640.0 0.0% -3.0%
Emerg, Refugee & Migration Assist. $30.0 $30.0 $30.0 0.0% 0.0%
Anti-Terrorism Assistance $198.0 $231.0 $181.6 0.0% -21.4%
National Commission on Terrorism $0.8 $0.0 $0.0 -100.0% 100.0%
Commission on Int'l Religious Freedom $3.0 $0.0 $0.0 — —
Emergency Funding $706.6 $0.0 $0.0 0.0% —
Subtotal, Department of State $1,839.4 $1,216.0 $1,136.6 -38.2% -6.5%
Department of the Treasury
Debt Restructuring $33.0 $120.0 $33.0 0.0% -72.5%
Emergency Funding $41.0 $0.0 $0.0 -100.0% —
Int'l Affairs Technical Assistance $3.0 $8.5 $1.5 -50.0% -82.4%
U.S. Community Adjustment $10.0 $17.0 $0.0 -100.0% -100.0%
Subtotal, Department of Treasury $87.0 $145.5 $34.5 -60.3% -76.3%
TOTALS $9,664.6 $8,287.0 $7,413.4 -23.3% -10.5%
*The FY 1999 amount includes approximately $2 billion in emergency spending
Source: House Appropriations Committee
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tive (I1DI) by $25 million and increases the amount recommended for the Displaced Children and Orphans
Fund. Funding levelsinclude:

* $215 millionfor child survival activities;
* $30 million for digplaced children and orphans;

* $75millionfor theIDI. ThelDI helpsaide childrenin preventing and fighting infectious
diseases such asHIV/AIDS, tuberculosis, yellow fever, malaria, and measles. The $25
million increaseisin response to the dramatic increase of tubercul osis affecting children
throughout theworld andis part of the $100 total million spent on communi cabl e diseases,

* $127 million for world-wide HIV/AIDS programs. Thisamount is part of the $145 mil-
liontotal allocated inthishill for HIV/AIDS,

* $98 million for basic education for children; and

* $110 million for the annual U.S. contribution to the United Nations Children's Fund
(UNICEF).

In addition to the amount outlined above, the bill provides $65 million for child survival activitiesin the
former Soviet Bloc and $12 million for basic education in other accounts.

These programs have proven to have had adirect impact on reducing infant mortality by providing immu-
nization against common childhood diseases, ora rehydration therapy (ORT) to prevent death from dehy-
drating diarrhea, improved nutrition among young children (emphasizing vitamin A and vitamin Cfortifica-
tion), and improved birth spacing and materna health. CSDPF consolidates funding from child support
accounts in the DAF, the Development Fund for Africa (DFA), the Economic Support Fund (ESF),
assistance for Eastern Europe, assistance for Russiaand the Newly Independent States, and the United
Nations Children’sFund (UNICEF). In past years, AID hassupported child survival activitiesin at least
40 countries, resulting in adeclinein worldwide infant mortality from 106 deaths per 1,000 birthsat the
beginning of the 1980sto 84 deathsper 1,000 birthsin 1990. In AlD-assisted countries, infant mortality
rates have declined by an average of 10 percent since 1985, and in some countries the decline has ex-
ceeded 50 percent.

Development Assistance. In order to givethe president moreflexibility, the bill fundstwo accountsfor
devel opment assistance programs currently administered by the Agency for International Devel opment
(AID). Oneaccount provides assistance grants through the Devel opment Assistance Fund (DAF) for
agricultural development, environmental protection, democracy promotion, private sector initiatives, en-
ergy and technology programs, and education and social services. Theother account providesfunding for
child survival, children’s basic education, and disease prevention and treatment activities. H.R. 2606
appropriates$1.2 hillion for development assistance, $24 million lessthanin FY 1999 and $421.6 million
morethan the president’srequest. Thebill permits$2.5 millionto betransferred from thisaccount to the
International Fund for Agriculture Devel opment.

Funding for Family Planning Programs. H.R. 2606 authorizes $385 million for family planning pro-
grams, an amount equal to last year'slevel and $15 million below the president’srequest. Thebill also
allowsthe $25 million requested U.S. contribution to the United Nations Population Fund (UNFPA). It
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specifically prohibitsthese fundsto be used on programsin Chinaand on any other programsthat deal with
abortions or coerced family planning practices. If the UNFPA does fund activitiesto China, the bill
requiresthe U.S. to withhold an amount equa to U.S. funding to the UNFPA.

In addition, the bill continueslanguage prohibiting voluntary family projectsfrom using quotas, godls, or
other numerical targetson anindividual, local, regional, or national basis. It aso requiresvoluntary plan-
ning projectsto (1) refuseto bribeindividualsin exchange for becoming afamily planning acceptor or to
achieve any numerical goal or quota; (2) uphold all rights and benefitsto individua s who do not accept

family planning services; (3) comprehensively inform family planning acceptorsof the nature of the planning
method chosen; (4) provide areasonabl e range of options of methods of family planning; and (5) ensure

that experimental methods of family planning are administered only in ascientifically controlled study in
which participantsare given full information about the nature of the experiment.

I nter national Disaster Assistance. H.R. 2606 provides $200.9 millionin FY 2000, $880,000 more
thanin FY 1999 (excluding $188 million in emergency supplementd funding) and $19.1 million lessthan
the president’srequest, for relief to countries stricken by famine, flood, earthquakes, and other disasters.
It also promotes emergency preparednessin disaster-prone areas.

Microand Small Enter priseCredit Program. Thebill matchesthe president’srequest of $1.5 million
(equal tolast year'slevel) to subsidize loan credits (i.e., set aside funding against potential |oan losses) for
micro and small enterprise groups that use the funds to make small loansto very poor citizens of other
countries. Furthermore, the bill provides $500,000 for administrative expenses, equal to the president’s
request and last year's appropriated levels. The proposed funding level will provide $50 millioninloan
guarantee authority.

Urban and Environmental Credit Programs. Thebill terminatesfunding for urban and environmental
credit programs. Thisprogram currently has active urbanization programsin India, Indonesia, Morocco,
South Africa, Zimbabwe, and the Czech Republic. TheFY 1999 level was$1.5 million and the FY 2000
budget request was $3 million.

Foreign ServiceRetirement Fund. Thebill fully fundsthe president’srequest of $43.8 million, $715,000
lessthanin FY 1999, for the Foreign Service Retirement and Disability Fund.

Al D Operating Expenses. H.R.2606 provides $480 millionfor AlID operating expenses (equal to the
FY 1999 level and $27.8 million less than the president’s request). The committee has expressed its
concern over the New Management System (NMS) at AlID, including the AID-Worldwide Accounting
and Control System (AWACS). The committee continuesthe request that the A1D report on aquarterly
basison the status of the NM S, including the cumul ative costs associ ated with designing, correcting, and
implementing the computer system.

AID Inspector General. Thebill provides$25 million for the AlD inspector general, $5.8 million less
than the FY 1999 level and $261,000 less than the president’s request. The committee has reduced
funding for the office to account for the transfer of responsibility for security mattersfrom theinspector
general tothe AID administrator.

Economic Support Fund (ESF). Thebill appropriates $2.2 billionin FY 2000 for the ESF, $346.5
millionlessthanin FY 1999 with supplementa emergency funding included and $135 million lessthan the
FY 1999 levd after excluding emergency appropriations. Theallocated amount is$312 million lessthan
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the president’srequest. Thebill provides $960 million ($120 million lessthan the FY 1999 level and $30
million morethan the president’srequest) for aid to Isragl. Furthermore, the bill recommends continuing
the reduction of $120 million per year, which will result in the eventua elimination of ESF assistancefor
Isradl. Thisinitiativewasintroduced inlast year'shill.

Thebill recommends $735 million ($40 million lessthan the FY 1999 level and $20 million morethan the
president’srequest) for Egypt. Thebill recommendsacontinued decrease of $40 million annualy over 10
years, whichwill result in a50 percent reduction in ESF funding for Egypt. Thebill also recommendsthat
no lessthan $200 million of the funds be used for the Commoadity Import Program.

Inaddition, the bill authorizes (1) $200 million ($50 million from the ESF funding and $50 million from the
Foreign Military Financing program) for Jordan’s economy and national security; (2) $5 million for devel-
opment programsto expand regional cooperation in combating growing desertification inthe Middle East
and southern M editerranean; (3) $10 million to support Iragi opposition groups; (4) $15 million for educa-
tional and bicommunal projectsin Cyprus; (5) $3 million for Cuban democracy programs;, and (6) up to
$10 million for Haitian economic development funding.

ESF isthe primary mechanism for providing bilateral economic assistanceto countries of special concern
to U.S. foreign policy. Funding decisions are made by the State Department while operations are man-
aged by AID. Most ESFfundsgoto lsrael, Egypt, El Salvador, and the Andean drug-producing nations.
Funding isprovided in many forms, including cash grants and transfers, commodity import programs, and
development project aid.

International Fund for Ireland (1FI). Thebill provides$19.6 millionfor the I, thesameleve asin FY
1999 and equal to the president’srequest. However, the administration included thefunding under itsESF
request, and not under the International Fund for Ireland. ThelFl supports economic and commercial
growthintheareasof Northern Ireland that severely suffered from thedivision of Ireland and the economic
problems of the past two decades The committee expectsthat these fundswill be used to promotejob
creation and investment in the Republic of Ireland and Northern Ireland.

Assistancefor Eastern Europeand theBaltics. Thebill provides$393 million ($37 million lessthan
inFY 1999—excluding emergency supplemental funding—and the same asthe president’s request) for
assistanceto Eastern Europe and the Baltic States.

* Bosnia— Thebill prohibitsfunding to build or repair housing or residences, unlessdi-
rectly related to the efforts of U.S. troopsto promote peace in Bosniaand Herzegovina.
Thebill withholds 50 percent of the funds provided for economic revitalization until the
president certifiesto Congressthat Bosniais complying with the Dayton Accords regard-
ing the presence of foreign forces and hasterminated intelligence cooperation with Iran.

Assistance for Newly Independent States (NI'S) of the Former Soviet Union. The bill provides
$725 million—$76 million lessthanin FY 1999—excluding emergency supplemental funding and $307
millionlessthan the president’srequest, for aid to the Ukraine, Armenia, Georgia, Russia, and the indepen-
dent republicsof theformer Soviet Union. The committee contendsthat the reduction of $76 millionisdue
to theincreased violence and instability in the Southern Caucasus region, the reluctance of the Russian
Federation to effectively limit nuclear and missiletechnology transfersto Iran, and the deteriorating invest-
ment climatesin Ukraine and Uzbekistan.
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Thebill placessignificant conditionson assistanceto Russia. Russiamay not receive assistance unlessthe
president determinesthat it hasterminated arrangementsto provide Iran with technical expertise, training,
technology, or equipment necessary to devel op anuclear reactor, related nuclear research facilities, or
ballistic missile capability. Half of thefundsallocated to Russiamay be made availableif the president
determinesitis“vital” to the nationa interest of the U.S.

Southern Caucusus Account. H.R.2606 renews a one-year waiver of section 907 of the Freedom
Support Act (P.L. 102-511), which bansall U.S. assistanceto Azerbaijan. Thewaiver hasbeen enacted
for the past three years.

I ndependent Agencies

I nter-American Foundation (IAF). Thel AF strengthens grassroots support organizationsthat deliver
servicesto poor community groupsin Latin Americaand the Caribbean. Thebill appropriates$5 million
($27.3 million lessthan the president’srequest and $15 million lessthan the level appropriated last year)
for 1 AF through the Development Assistance account. The committee believesthe grassroots devel op-
ment objectives of the foundation have now been adequately integrated into the AID.

African Development Foundation (ADF). H.R. 2606 appropriates $14.4 million ($3.4 million more
thanthe FY 1999 level and the same asthe president’srequest) for the African Devel opment Foundation
through the Development Assistance Fund. ADF was established in 1980 and became an operational
U.S. public corporationin 1984. 1t workswith groupsand ingtitutionsinvolved in development projectsat
thelocd levd, giving attention to Africa's poorest communities. Itsstated goalsareto strengthen the bonds
of friendship between the U.S. and Africa, increasethe opportunity for Africansto participatein their own
community, and encourage grassroots devel opment responsive to the economic and social development
needs of the urban and rural poor. ADF isauthorized to make grants, loans, and loan guarantees to
indigenous African organi zations and groupsin the private and public sectors.

Peace Corps. The Peace Corps sends Americans abroad to participate in development projects to
enhanceinternational good will, generateinterest ininternationa affairs, and stimulate good citizenship and
volunteerism at home. Thebill provides$240 million for the Peace Corps, the sameasthe FY 1999 level
after excluding emergency supplementa funding and $30 million lessthan the president’srequest. Thehill
also contains prior-year language prohibiting funds from being used to pay for abortions.

Department of State
Thebill appropriatesatotal of $1.1 billion for severa programs managed by the State Department.

I nter national Nar coticsControl Program. Thisprogram hel psforeign nations counter the production,
processing, and trafficking of illegal drugs. H.R. 2606 provides $285 million for the program, $10 million
lessthan the president’s request and $24 million morethan FY 1999, excluding emergency supplemental
funding.

Migration and Refugee Assistance (MRA). MRA provides funding for refugee camps and relief
effortsaround the world, such asthe resettlement of refugees of the former Soviet Union and Eastern
Europeto Isragl. Thebill appropriates $640 million, $20 million lessthan the president’srequest and the
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sameaslast year’'sfunding level, excluding emergency supplemental appropriations. Thebill provides$2
million to assist Tibetan refugees; and $60 million to resettle refugees from Eastern Europe and former
Soviet republicsin lsradl.

U.S. Emergency Refugeeand Migration Assistance Fund. Thebill appropriates $30 millionin FY
2000, the same asboth the FY 1999 level and the president’srequest, excluding emergency supplemental
funding. Earlier thisyear, Congress provided $165 millionin FY 1999 emergency supplemental funding
for therefugeesinthe Balkans.

Nonproliferation, Antiterrorism, Demining, and Related Programs. Thebill consolidatesfunding
for nonproliferation, disarmament, and antiterrorism programs (including funding for the K orean Peninsula
Energy Devel opment Organization and the Internationa Atomic Energy Agency) intothisaccount. Thebill
authorizes $181.6 millionin total appropriationsfor thisprogram, $16.4 million lessthanin FY 1999,
excluding emergency funding, and $49.4 million lessthan the president’ srequest.

Department of theTreasury

Debt Restructuring. Thebill authorizes$33 million for debt restructuring for FY 2000, $87 millionless
than the president’srequest and the same asthe FY 1999 level, excluding emergency supplemental appro-
priations. Of thisamount, the bill provides $13 millionto implement the 1998 Tropica Forest Conserva
tion Act and $18 million for sub-Saharan Africaconcessional debt relief.

International AffairsTechnical Assistance. The bill authorizes $1.5 million ($7 million lessthan the
president’srequest and $1.5 million lessthan the FY 1999 leve) for international technical assistance.

U.S. Community Adjustment and I nvestment Program. The committeedid not recommend funding
for anew domestic program for community investment and adjustment withinthe U.S. The president
requested $17 million for the program.

Title [l1—Military Assistance

Thebill provides $3.6 billion, $83 million morethan last year (excluding emergency supplemental funding)
and $365.5 million lessthan the president’ srequest, for the following military assistance programs.

I nternational Military Educationand Training (IMET)

H.R. 2606 provides $50 million for IMET, $2 million lessthan the president’srequest and equal to the FY
1999leve. Thehill stipulatesthat funding for grant-financed military education and training for Indonesia
and Guatemalaisavailable only for expanded IMET programs. IMET isaDefense Department program
that providesmilitary training to foreign military officersand personnel. Expanded IMET programsinvolve
equipment that enhancesthetraining process. The committee hasrequested that the president makefunds
availableunder the E-IMET program for equi pment and infrastructure requirements.

School of theAmericas. Thebill includes prior-year language to withhold IMET funding to support
training at the School of the Americasuntil certain specific actionsaretaken by theadministration. Thehill
also requiresthe Secretary of Defense to submit to the congressional A ppropriations Committees by
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Title lll: Military Assistance, FY 2000
Appropriation Account FY 1999 President's FY 2000 % Change from | % Change from
Level Reguest Level Last Year Request
(in millions)
International Military Education $50.0 $52.0 $50.0 0.0% -3.8%
Foreign Military Financing Program
Grants to Israel and Egypt $3,160.0 $3,220.0 $3,220.0 +1.9% 0.0%
Wye River $0.0 $350.0 $50.0 0.0% -85.7%
Grants to Other Countries $170.0 $210.0 $200.0 +17.6% -4.8%
Subsidy Appropriations $20.0 $0.0 $0.0 -100.0% —
Subtotal, Foreign Military $3,350.0 $3,780.0 $3,470.0 +3.6% -8.2%
Defense Acquisition, Offsets $31.0 -$6.0 -$6.0 -119.4% 0.0%
Peacekeeping Operations $76.5 $130.0 $76.5 0.0% -41.2%
TOTALS $3,507.5 $3,956.0 $3,590.5 +2.4% -9.2%
Source: House Appropriations Committee

January 15, 2000, areport detailing the training activities of the School of the Americasand ageneral
assessment regarding the performance of its graduates during 1997 and 1998.

Foreign Military Financing (FMF)

Thehill appropriates $3.5 billion, $140 million morethan the FY 1999 (excluding emergency supplemental
appropriations) and $310 million less than the president’s request, for grants, loans, and subsidiesto
friendly governmentsto help them purchase U.S. military equipment. Traditionally, the bulk of grant funds
areearmarked for Isragl and Egypt; for FY 2000, the committee recommends $1.92 billion in grantsfor
|srael ($60 million morethanthe FY 19991eve), and $1.3 billionin grantsfor Egypt (equa tothepresident’s
request and the FY 1999 level). Thebill also alowslsragl to use $505 million of itsmilitary funding for
procurement outsidethe U.S. Thebill fully fundsthe president’s request of $125 million for Jordan to
provideincreased border security and ground force modernization under King Abdullah.

Administrative Expenses. Thebill limits FMF administrative expensesto $30.5 million, a$495,000
increase over the president’srequest.

Peacekeeping Operations

Thebill appropriates $76.5 million, the sameasthe FY 1999 level and $53.5 million lessthan the president’s
request, for voluntary contributionsto international peacekeeping operations. Thereason for the $53.5
million difference between the president’srequest and the FY 2000 request isthat the president requested
funding for the Organi zation for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) in hisrequest for the Balkans.
According to the committee, sufficient funds exist within the total amount requested for Bosniain the
Assistancefor Eastern Europe and the Baltic States Fund.

Title IV—Multilateral Economic Assistance

Thebill provides$1.1 billion for assistance through multilatera ingtitutions such asthe World Bank, $569.5
millionlessthanin FY 1999 and $618.8 million lessthan the president’s request.
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Title IV: Multilateral Economic Assistance, FY 2000

Appropriation Account FY 1999 President's FY 2000 % Change from | % Change from
Level Request Proposal Last Year Request
(in millions) (in millions)

International Financial Institutions

Int'l Bank for Reconstruction & Dev. $167.5 $143.3 $50.0 -70.1% -65.1%
International Development Assoc. $800.0 $803.4 $576.6 -27.9% -28.2%
Multilateral Investment
Guarantee Agency $0.0 $10.0 $0.0 — -100.0%
Inter-American Dev. Bank $96.8 $79.1 $25.6 -73.5% -67.6%
Asian Development Bank $223.2 $190.7 $113.7 -49.1% -40.4%
African Development Fund $128.0 $127.0 $100.0 0.0% -21.3%
African Development Bank $0.0 $5.1 $0.0 0.0% -100.0%
European Development Bank $35.8 $35.8 $35.8 0.0% 0.0%
Enhanced structrial enhancement $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 0.0% -100.0%
Subtotal, IFIs $1,451.3 $1,394.5 $901.7 -37.9% -35.3%
Int'l Organizations and Programs $187.0 $293.0 $167.0 -10.7% -43.0%
TOTALS $1,638.3 $1,687.5 $1,068.7 -34.8% -36.7%

Source: House Appropriations Committee

World Bank Group

Global Environment Facility (GEF). Thebill provides $50 million, $117.5 million lessthan the FY
1999 level and $93.3 million less than the president’s request, for the U.S. contribution to the Global
Environmental Facility (GEF), an Internationa Bank for Reconstruction and Development (IBRD) pro-
gramwhich addresses globa environmental issues such astropical deforestation.

I nter national Development Association (IDA). H.R. 2606 fully allocates $576.6 million for IDA for
FY 2000, $223.4 millionlessthanin FY 1999 and $226.8 million lessthan the president’srequest. IDA
was established in 1960 to finance high-priority economic devel opment projects at near-market ratesin
lessdevel oped World Bank member countries. It doesthisby providing long-term creditsfor anominal
servicecharge. IDA creditsare extended for 40 yearsfor the least devel oped countriesand 35 yearsfor
others.

I nter-American Development Bank (IADB). H.R. 2606 authorizes $25.6 million for the|ADB, the
sameasboth the FY 1999 level and the president’srequest. Thel ADB isacorporate intergovernmental
organization whose capital stock isowned by member governments. It was established in 1959 to pro-
mote economic improvement in devel oping countriesin the Western Hemisphere by extending loansfor
specific developmental projects. Inadditiontoitsordinary capital lending operations, the | ADB tradition-
ally extendsloansfrom the Fund for Specia Operations (FSO) in circumstances wherefinancing at near-
market interest ratesis not appropriate.

Asian Development Bank. Thebill provides$113.7 million ($109.5 million below the FY 1999 |evel
and $77 million lessthan the president’srequest) for the Asian Development Bank. Of thisamount, the bill
fully fundsthe president’s request of $13.7 million for paid-in capital to the Asian Development Bank.

African Development Fund. Thebill provides $100 million ($28 million lessthanin FY 1999 and $27
millionlessthan the president’srequest) for the African Development Fund. Thebill hasrestored funding
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asadownpayment, with future funding conditioned on continued recovery and progress on management
reforms by the African Development Fund.

European Bank for Reconstruction and Development. H.R. 2606 appropriates $35.8 million for the
bank, fully funding the president’srequest and equaling the FY 1999 levd, to finance private-sector growth
in Central and Eastern Europe.

Department of State—I nter national Or ganizationsand Programs

Thebill gppropriates$167 million, $20 millionlessthanin FY 1999 and $126 millionlessthanthepresident’s
request, for contributionsto internationa organizationsand programs. Much of thisreduction, however, is
dueto thetransfer of fundsfor UNICEF, IAEA, and the K orea PeninsulaEnergy Development Organiza-
tionto other accountsin thebill.

United Nations Population Fund (UNFPA). A controversial program in recent years, the UNFPA
providesfamily planning and population control assistancein over 140 countriesworldwide. In many
countries, rapid popul ation growth is regarded as amajor impediment to improving economic, health,
education, environmental, and socia conditions. The U.S. hasrecently partialy withheld fundsfromthis
agency because of objectionsto itsinvolvement in China, where the government usesforced abortionsand
involuntary sterilization to enforceits one-child-per-family policy.

Thehill provides$25 million for the U.S. contribution to the United Nations Population Fund (UNFPA).
However, it specifically prohibits these funds from being used for programsin Chinaor for any other
programsthat deal with abortionsor coerced family planning practices. If the UNFPA doesfund activities
to China, the bill requiresthe U.S. to withhold an amount equal to U.S. funding to the UNFPA. Propo-
nents of funding the UNFPA argue that the organi zation authorizes money for important programsthat
reduce child birth-related deaths and health problems around the world.

United NationsVoluntary Fund for Victimsof Torture. Thebill allocates $3 million for the U.S.
contribution to the United Nations Voluntary Fund for Victimsof Torture. Thefunding aidesinternational
centerswho help lesson theincidence of internationa torture and promote human rights and democracy
abroad.

Title V—General Provisons

H.R. 2606 diminates several provisionscontained in last year’sappropriation. These provisionsareeither
addressed by other laws or have become unnecessary. Such provisionsinclude thefollowing:

* authorize the investment of grant funds and allow the board of directorsto waive the
$250,000 project limitationin current law for the African Development Foundation;

* prohibit the use of funds appropriated for AlD operating expensesto finance the construc-
tion, purchases, or long-term leasing of officeswithout first notifying the congressional
Appropriations committees,

* |imit assistance to Irag democratic opposition to $10 million and limit funding to groups
authorized under thelraq Liberation Act;
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* reducethe cap on Middle East spending under the bill from $5.4 billion to $5.3 billion and
exempt $100 million for Jordan from the cap;

* list Kosovo asaseparate entity in order to avoid the inadvertent imposition of sanctions
intended for Serbia; and

* prohibit fundsfrom Titlell from being transferred by the AID to aninternational financial
institution for the purpose of repaying aforeign country’sloan obligationsto any such
ingtitutions.

Costs/Committee Action:

A CBO cost estimate was unavailable at presstime.

The Appropriations Committee ordered the bill reported by voice voteon July 21, 1999.

Other Information:
“Appropriationsfor FY 2000: Foreign Operations, Export Financing, and Related Programs,” Larry Nowels,
RL30211, July 8, 1999; “Abortion Issueto Surface at Aud Markup,"Congresional Greensheets, July

19, 1999, p. 18; “ House Foreign Aid Bill Benefitsfrom Last-Minute Budget | ncrease,CQ Congres-
sional WWeekly, July 17, 1999, pp. 1735-1738.
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